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Abstract 
An examination of the costs and benefits of the quality assurance mechanisms of 
Authorised Validating Agencies applicable to three key stakeholder groups: higher 
education institutions, Access Course providing institutions and students 
This work outlines the history of Access Courses and explains the National quality assurance 
framework established to co-ordinate standards within such provision. The National Framework 
consists of a number of Authorised Validating Agencies (AVAs) who have been empowered to 
validate Access provision subject to various quality assurance mechanisms. The quality 
assurance requirements of AVAs are generalised and the effects they have, in terms of costs 
and benefits, to a number of stakeholders are detailed. Key stakeholders identified are the 
providing institution, students, and higher education institutions. 
The general principles of cost-benefit analysis are outlined along with case study examples. 
A computer-based model is produced with the capability of manipulating the generalisable cost- 
benefit factors to accommodate local conditions and could therefore be used as a decision 
support aid by the three key stakeholder groups. The application of the model beyond the case 
studies is also discussed. 
The problematic nature of applying cost-benefit analysis to the quality assurance mechanisms 
of Access Courses is also considered. 
Areas where further research is required are outlined. 
8 
Glossary of key terms 
ACRG Access Course Recognition Group 
AE Adult Education 
AVA Authorised Validating Agency 
CNAA Council for National Academic Awards 
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DES Department of Education and Science 
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HE Higher Education 
HEI Higher Education Institution 
HEQC Higher Education Quality Council 
LEA Local Education Authority 
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OCN Open College Network 
UCAS Universities Central Admissions Service 
W&NYAN West and North Yorkshire Access Network 
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Introduction: 
Access provision has grown from relatively small regional arrangements in the late 1970s to 
substantial national provision in the 1980s and 1990s. It has become the third recognised route 
into higher education (Secretary of State for Education et al, 1987: 9) 
- 
adequately preparing 
learners for university programmes (Osbome, 1988). As this provision has grown questions 
have been raised concerning its effectiveness and efficiency and the difficulties of measuring 
these factors (Davies, 1994). In addition attention has been focused on the suitability of the 
arrangements for assuring the quality of Access Course provision (Parry, 1995). This work is 
therefore timely in providing a cost-benefit analysis of the quality assurance mechanisms in 
Access Courses 
- 
concentrating primarily on Authorised Validating Agency (AVA) initiated 
quality assurance mechanisms. Of the many 'actors' or'stakeholders' affected, in terms of costs 
and benefits, by the AVA quality assurance mechanisms the work focuses on three key groups: 
the Access Course providing institution (usually a further education college), higher education 
institutions, and students. The wide variety of tangible and intangible costs and benefits these 
'actors'aftract are compared and the difficulties of comparing quantitative and qualitative factors 
in a cost-benefit analysis are also discussed. A model is produced highlighting how some of the 
cost-benefit factors interact. 
Chapters 1 to 3 provide a review of the literature covering: (1) the development of Access 
education and the National Framework for the recognition of Access Courses; (2) the rising 
importance of quality issues in manufacturing industry and more recently in the service 
industries such as health care and education, (3) the development of cost-benefit analysis as a 
tool for assessing, inter alia, the advantages and disadvantages of a given course of action 
made by a decision-maker, and the uses and limitations of modelling scenarios. 
Chapter 4 details the methods and methodology used to carry out the project. It details the 
development of a cost-benefit model constructed along the lines of a decision support system 
(DSS) which has the capability of being manipulated, through changes in data entries, by the 
user. 
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Chapter 5 provides the findings of the research project. The results of applying the model to the 
four case study courses are presented. Difficulties of accommodating quantitative and 
qualitative data in a cost-benefit model are also discussed here. 
In chapter 6 conclusions are drawn and the strengths and weaknesses of the methodology are 
discussed. Areas for future research are also identified here. 
11 
Chapter I 
1. Access education 
'Access courses provide an altemative route into higher education for adults without traditional 
sixth fonn qualifications or vocational qualifications, allowing them to prepare for and gain entry 
to degrees and other higher education programmes... ' (Higher Education Quality Council 
(HEQC), 1994: 96). 
'Access Courses are targeted towards those groups traditionally under-represented in higher 
education; secondly, they are developed and delivered by a process of collaboration mainly 
between turther and higher education sectors 
-a process which requires institutions rather than 
applicants to identify and remove barriers to entry, and thirdly, by offering a clear programme on 
to higher education courses, they provide not just a preparation but also a route into higher 
education. '(Woodrow, 1988: 320) 
1.1 Background 
What are now termed Access Courses had their origins in the adult education tradition of 
programmes designed for those with few acknowledged qualifications and with a structure and 
delivery less formal than traditional courses of study 
- 
allowing learners to study at their own 
pace and accommodate other commitments such as family responsibilities and work. The 
Russell Committee (Department of Education and Science, 1973: 47) commented that this type 
of provision was '... not intended to cater for those who seek formal qualifications, and was 
outside The main areas of technical, art and higher educationbut recommended, inter alia, that 
adult education of this type should provide the opportunity to study and gain a qualification. 
Since the 1970s questions of access and'participation for adults moved from the periphery to 
near the centre of national policy in education and training: '... initiatives for Access had their 
origin in "high places"., within and through the state, and formally at the instigation or request of 
the Department of Education and Science... ' (Parry, 1996: 10). The Department of Education 
12 
and Science (DES), in 1978, invited eight local education authorities to set up new preparatory 
courses for adults leading to higher education. These courses were designed to: 'bring up to a 
standard required for entry to courses of professional training and of higher education generally, 
potential students whose experience could be valuable in such careers but who lack the entry 
qualifications and have additional special needs which cannot be met by existing educational 
provision' (Department of Education and Science, 1978). The initial aim was to enable more 
people from ethnic minorities to enter higher education in order to increase their numbers in 
professions such as teaching and community work with a high profile in the inner cities (Millins, 
1984). However, the Department of Education and Science's attempt to cater for the specific 
problems faced by ethnic minorities in their "cultural acclimatisation" (Department of Education 
and Science, 1978) was: 'in practice generalised by practitioners, including tutors and course 
organisers, into a concern to widen access to higher education for various groups who had 
previously been largely excluded'(Lieven, 1989: 161). 
The increase in commitment to access has been attributed to the coming together of four wider 
and different forces: 
1. a liberal commitment to providing equal opportunities; 
2. the transferring of resources, and therefore power, to socially and economically 
disadvantaged groups; 
3. a response by institutions to a predicted 33 per cent fall in the typical student intake (19 
year olds) between 1984 and 1996; and 
4. part of government strategy for retraining the adult population for new forms of work and 
entry into professions (Lieven, 1989: 162). 
This policy thrust to increase participation in post-secondary and higher education led to a 
proliferation of 'programmes which 'emerged in a largely ad hoc manner, dependent on local 
and often fortuitous coincidences' (Lieven, 1989: 161). However, two key features were often 
present in these programmes of study which were the fore-runners of the Access Course of 
today: a curriculum concerned with preparing the learner for higher education programmes (or 
other progression routes such as work); and a course or programme of study aimed at 
13 
'disadvantaged' learners. In addition other programmes of study, which were less formally 
academic in structure and content, emerged: what can be terTned 'community education' 
courses aimed at enhancing the awareness/understanding among disadvantaged groups; and 
courses aimed at those returning to work (usually women returners) (Percy & Lucas, 1980; 
Percy, Powell, Flude & Langham, 1980). 
Typically, the programmes above, which encouraged progression to higher education, were 
targeted at mature learners without traditional qualifications. However, many HE institutions 
were wary of admitting students without a formal education Irack record'. This was illustrated by 
studies showing the positive relationship between performance for traditionally qualified 
students and in examinations, typically A level, before entry (Sear, 1983; Smithers & Robinson, 
1989). In addition, other studies have shown that mature or non-traditional students have a 
higher non-completion rate than younger students (Woodley, 1984). Other and subsequent 
research, concentrating on mature learners, revealed that they performed just as well, and in 
some cases better, than their 'traditional' counterparts (Bourner & Hamed, 1987; Yates & 
Davies, 1987; Smithers & Griffin, 1996; Molloy & Carroll, 1992). These studies assisted in 
establishing firm legitimacy and fostered a notion of right of access for non-traditional learners 
to higher education. 
In light of the above legitimacy access to post-school education and training became 
increasingly focused on access to higher education (right, 1993). As a result the notion of 
access to education was reshaped and narrowed. Instead of providing a broad and mixed, in 
terms of content and delivery, range of learning opportunities it became merely another route to 
higher education (Edwards, 1997). 
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1.2 The National Framework 
As Access Course provision grew questions were raised as to the suitability of the developing 
arrangements for recognition/validation and issues around quality and standards. In the mid 
1980s the Lindop Committee (Department of Education and Science, 1985: 70) drew attention 
to what it deemed to be 'dangers', involved with the large numbers of mature and non-traditional 
entrants, and higher education institutions organising or assisting with the organisation of 
Access Courses linked to their own degree programmes. These links could help form 
"relationships and understandings" where rigorous selection at entry might be compromised and 
the Committee recommended that Access Courses should not be designed with a specific 
higher education course in mind, but should seek recognition from several institutions as an 
appropriate preparatory course for progression more widely. Although the report submitted by 
the Lindop Committee met with some criticism t.. Fit] impugns the professional integrity of those 
involved [in Accessl'(Parry, 1986: 48), it focused attention on standards within Access Courses. 
Within the next few years, there was a policy shift and as a reaction to the reducing number of 
18 and 19 year olds Access Courses became more favourably viewed by policy-makers as 
providing some of the student numbers required to meet the anticipated growth in demand for 
qualified manpower. The 1987 White Paper began the first steps of co-ordinating the growing 
Access Course type provision by inviting validating bodies to develop a framework of 
recognition which would e)dend to access provision in all styles (Department of Education and 
Science, 1987). 
After considerable debate the Department of Education and Science invited the Council for 
National Academic Awards (CNAA) and the Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals of 
the Universities (CVCP) to establish the Access Course Recognition Group (ACRG) 
-a central 
body responsible for overseeing the co-ordination of standards in Access Courses across 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland. To differentiate between courses that facilitated access to 
education generally and specific Access programmes within the national framework, the title of 
the lafter became known as an Access Course (with upper case letters) rather than an access 
course. Perhaps because the difference appears, prima facie, to be so subtle there is still some 
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confusion over the two types of provision 
- 
although Access Courses within the national 
framework are by far the most widely known programmes that facilitate access to higher 
education for those typically under-represented. 
One of the great strengths of Access Courses was their ability to adapt to the needs of the local 
population who made up the majority of their learners and the resulting diversity remains a 
characteristic. However, as the national framework emerged it became necessary to set out 
minimum requirements for the programmes within it to allow comparability between courses and 
facilitate the notion that Access Courses should have a national 'currency' beyond local 
agreements. These requirements had to compliment the key principles of 'lightness of touch' on 
the part of the national body (the Access Course Recognition Group (ACRG)) and the diversity 
of approach to validation by the AVAs. Further to this and to ensure programmes were not 
diluted or devalued, minimum standards were chosen as a baseline for validation 
- 
such as the 
minimum of 500 study hours for the programme. 
The basic principles of the arrangements set up in 1989 remain in place: a course recognised 
within the national framework achieves "kitemarked" status. A learner, having successfully 
completed a kitemarked programme, secures eligibility for entry into higher education. The 
Access Course Recognition Group (subsequently replaced by the Higher Education Quality 
Council's Access Courses Recognition Sub-group and, in August 1997, The Quality Assurance 
Agency for Higher Education) licensed organisations to approve Access Courses. Any 
educational organisation or consortium can apply for a licence 
- 
although certain conventions 
and guidelines must be observed as to their constitution and procedures. Normally, these 
'authorised validating agencies' (AVAs) consist of consortia of local further and higher education 
institutions. 
There are now 34 AVAs within the national framework (UCAS, 1999), with the majority in 
membership of the National Open College Network, or in transition to that status (Parry, 1996: 
30). However, there is no single model dictating their construction, size or procedure. For 
example, London Open College Federation (LOCF) 
-a validating agency recognising many of 
the Access programmes in London 
- 
had 92 member organisations in 1994 (London Open 
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College Federation, 1994) and that number has continued to grow (over 100 in 1995); and 
Hertfordshire Access Consortium (HAC) had 8 (Hertfordshire Access Consortium, 1995) with 
some associate members. Despite the difference in size between AVAs, they are all 
empowered to use appropriate mechanisms and procedures to assure the quality of the 
programmes recognised by them. 
AVAs are licensed by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education, and were formerly 
licensed by HEQC's ACRG. This procedure is designed to ensure that the AVA has in place 
structures and procedures that will be effective in assuring quality of the Access programmes it 
validates. 
1.3 AVA quality assurance for Access programmes 
There are basically three key aspects to the quality assurance mechanisms operated internally 
by AVA's licensed within the national framework for the recognition of Access Courses: 
1. the review and evaluation of AVA procedures: 
2. validation and periodic review of courses; and 
moderation and annual review of courses (Davies & Parry, 1993) 
1.3.1 Review and evaluation of AVA procedures 
Internal self-evaluation of AVA practices takes many forms 
- 
ranging from informal ad hoc 
feedback from local practitioners to the more formal evaluation reports from validation panels. 
Davies & Parry (1993) identified 12 ways in which evaluation was conducted: 
1. special review meetings of key committees 
2. evaluation reports from course tutors on moderation and validation processes 
3. evaluation reports from validation panels 
17 
4. annual reports on progress towards aims and objectives 
5. reports to the academic boards of members institutions 
6. reviews of documents, terms of reference, guidelines, checklists and standing orders 
7. reviews of record keeping systems 
8. reports on the implementation of criteria for validation and for the appointment of 
moderators 
9. financial reports, budget forecasts and development plans 
10. reports of issues arising from staff development events and practitioner forums 
11. informal ad hoc feedback from local practitioners, providing colleges and receiving 
institutions 
12. feedback from regional and national networks (Davies & Parry, 1993: 79). 
The periodic review of the AVA by HEQC also prompts an internal periodic review that pulls 
together these routine procedures and often involves additional evaluative activities. 
An example of the above aspects is validation panel evaluation reports, which provide feedback 
to the AVA on the perceived effectiveness of the panel process. The panel evaluation reports 
often take the form of short questionnaires distributed at the beginning of panel meetings and 
collected at the end. These 'evaluation sheets' are a mixture of short factual questions such as 
'Did you receive adequate notice of the panel? 
- 
to questions requesting more qualitative 
responses such as comments on the chairing of the panel. These open-ended questions allow 
participants in the panel to feedback to the AVA their thoughts on the procedures and practices 
at the panel. They also focus on particular issues 
- 
such as ensuring a representative spread of 
subject interest, with questions such as: 'Do you think the recognition panel examined aff 
relevant aspects of the courses under considerafioný 
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1.3.2 Validation/periodic review and moderation of courses 
It is generally the case that the validation/recognitionl of Access Courses by AVAs are 
conducted by panels. Normally the panel process of most AVAs follows the three stages below: 
1. Development 
Panel process 
3. Post-panel 
At the development stage the course tutor of the providing institution sends a draft submission 
of the course to the AVA where the document is commented upon by a Development Officer 
and is returned to the tutor with recommendations and advice. The tutor may make 
amendments, and then sends the final document to the AVA. Upon receipt of the document, the 
AVA checks that the document meets the requirements of submission specifications and is 
ready for a panel. If it is the AVA then sets a date when the course will be considered by the 
panel for recognition as an Access Course within the national framework and thereby achieve 
kitemark status. 
The panel process begins when the AVA informs the providing course institution of the date of 
the panel and asks for a number of copies of the document to distribute to panel members 
invited to the panel. Panels are usually made up of. 
A chairperson 
Normally associated to the A VA, an employee of it or a member of its quality 
committee(s) 
A scribe/secreta 
To note the proceedings and provide an accurate record of the panel 
The course propose 
I or more representatives ftom, the providing institutions 
I These terms are used interchangeably by AVAs to describe the procedures taken in order that an Access Course may be included within the National Framework of Recognised Access Courses. 
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Adult Education/Further Education & HiQher Education representatives 
Teaching staff who are knowledgeable in the subject areas of the course under 
consideration and are independent of the course providing institution (usually, there is a 
requirement for at least one higher education and one further education representative 
to be present) 
Indevendents 
Those who are knowledgeable in the relevant subject areas - for example 
representatives from business, training organisations etc. 
At the panel the course team presents a brief overview of the course to the panel, in line with 
the content of the submission document. Generally, depending on the size of the programme, 
the panel then discusses the overall content of the document before splitting into small subject- 
specialist pairs or groups to analyse various options and modules offered. After considering the 
programme as a whole the panel either recognises the course unconditionally (which is quite 
rare), recognises the course subject to some conditions (minor amendments/changes that must 
be made before the programme can be fully recognised), defers recognition of the course 
(where more significant amendments are required), or rejects the course. Rejection rarely 
occurs since programmes totally unsuitable for approval are generally filtered out by the 
development process. The panel may also make recommendations which although not binding 
should at least be factored when the programme comes up for review/revalidation and may be 
addressed by the moderator. 
Following the panel the tutor completes the required work, usually with guidance from the AVA 
involved in recognition, and sends a revised/amended submission document to the AVA. The 
AVA then submits the programme to the appropriate quality committee which checks that the 
panel has been properly conducted and that any conditions set by the panel have been met. It 
then formally validates the programme and informs the providing institution. The AVA then 
informs HEQC which formally kitemarks the programme and then enters it on the Register of 
Recognised Access Courses. This allows the course to attract funding from the Further 
Education Funding Council (FEFC) via Schedule 2c, which outlines the various course types 
eligible for FEFC funding. 
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Having recognised the course the AVA oversees various post-panel quality assurance activities. 
These include the moderation and review of the programme. In most cases moderators are put 
forward at the panel meeting stage of the programme's development and they are often present 
at the panel meeting itself. They assess the quality of the learning experience for the students, 
the integration and coherence of the curriculum and crucially confirm the standards of 
achievement (in Open College terms the level and number of credits awarded). In the past the 
majority of moderators were drawn from suitably experienced staff in higher education - 
although increasingly they come from further education institutions. In small programmes there 
is normally I moderator for the entire programme but in large wide-ranging multi-modular 
courses it is common to have several, for example 1 for art-related subjects, 1 for business 
related subjects and so on. There are exceptions to this general rule such as Hertfordshire 
Access Consortium where 2 moderators are appointed for each course -1 from higher 
education and I from further education. 
When moderators have been appointed to programmes they make visits to the providing 
institution (often I per term), observe the course in operation, examine students' work, discuss 
course delivery and content, and produce an annual report for the AVA/providing institution. 
Included in the report are feedback on: whether conditions of the original approval are being 
met and what action has been taken on any recommendations, whether the programme is 
operating as presented at panel and comments on any changes, and a recommendation to the 
AVA concerning the award of credit (if relevant) and the kitemarked Access certificate to 
students. If a moderator highlights an area of concern in his/her report and subsequent action 
taken by the providing institution on this concern is unsatisfactory then the AVA can withdraw 
recognition of that programme. This is very rare with problems non-nally being resolved by 
liaison between the AVA and the providing institution. 
In addition to the moderation of programmes there are also periodic reviews, normally every 3 
or 5 years (although some courses may have a shorter "probationary" period of 1 year before 
their first review). The procedures adopted at such reviews are generally conducted by panels 
and follow similar procedures as the odginal validationlrecognition of programmes. Figure 1: 1 
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shows the quality assurance cycle for Access programmes generally adopted, with local 
vadations by AVAs. 
Institution approaches AVA re: 
conventions/approaches to be adopted in the 
development of the Access course 
Providing institution 
representative submits 
course for validation 
If AVA guidelines re 
submission have been 
observed then date is 
set for validation / 
recognition of Access 
course if not referred 
back to institution 
Panel recommends that the 
course is recognised 
unconditionally: 
Development: 
AVA assigns 
development worker to 
proposed course to aid 
the development of the 
course (documentation 
etc). 
Panel: 
At the panel are representatives from the providing 
institution, AVA officers, representatives from HE, FE, 
AE who discuss the content of the course, its structure, 
class contact hours and requirements that must be met 
before an Access certificate is awarded. They have 
three options open to them 
Panel recommends that the Panel recommends that 
course is recognised subject recognition is 
to conditions: deferred/rejected: 
The panel recommends that The panel recommends that Course may need substantial 
the course Is recognised for the course is recognised for development before validation 
5,3 or I year. Moderator(s) 5,3 or I year. Moderator(s) can take place 
are appointed. Course may are appointed. Course needs 
run as stated without further further work before validation 
work/development can take place 
- 
this may not 
II mean coming back to panel 
The panel's recommendations are sent to the AVA Quality Assurance Committee for approval. It is 
here where the course is validated and Is then able to apply for funding. 
Course periodic review / moderation 
Figure 1: 1 Quality Assurance cycle for Access Courses 
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The development of the National Framework for Access Courses has enabled them to become 
a secure route for non-traditional students to higher education. However, some argue that their 
origins were to promote learning for the typically disadvantaged and promote equal 
opportunities and access to education for all (Benn & Burton 1994). There may have been an 
inevitable trade-off agreed by those attempting to promote Access as a viable route to higher 
education and those charged with recognising it as such at a national level. These actions may 
have facilitated the creation of the 'bounded field of adult education' (Edwards, 1997: 67) where 
the creative and radical movement of access to education has been tempered by a 
standardized solution to the problem of progression to higher education (Tight, 1996). As a 
result, Access Certificates may be increasingly seen as traditional qualifications. The implication 
of this could be that Access Courses become effectively the same provision they were set up to 
counteract. An acceptance of Access Courses on these terms may result in a reduction in 
accessibility and participation as HE institutions readily accept it as the sole means for admitting 
otherwise unqualified adults (Wright, 1991). 
However, in an age of life-long leaming, where provision is changing to support access and 
participation, open and distance learning and the assessment and accreditation of outcomes in 
an ever-increasing number of learning settings, access may regain its wider definition. Recent 
criticisms of Access Courses (Tight, 1993), the development of accreditation and modularisation 
schemes and the publication of consultation documents such as The Government's 'Learning 
Age' (Department for Education and Employment, 1998), have all factored in the promotion of 
wider access to education in all its stages of provision. 
Chapter 2, a review of the literature on quality issues, provides a history of the concept or notion 
of quality in both industry and education, including a discussion of the different models of quality 
control and quality assurance that operate in industrial and educational settings. It also 
discusses the implications of, in terms of quality, the many different methods of assessment and 
accreditation of leaming. 
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Chapter 2 
2. Quality 
This chapter details the developments in concepts of quality in industry and education. Quality 
in the industrial setting is discussed first as it shows the emergence of key concepts in the 
subject. This facilitates the discussion of quality in education 
- 
where many of the industrial 
setting concepts are used and developed. 
2.1 Quality in industry 
2.1.1 Quality control 
Major interests in quality developed with the advent of industrialisation (Sallis, 1993: 14) as the 
breakdown of work due to the expansion of mass production meant that the employee was 
increasingly separated from the end product and responsibility for checking quality was 
removed. The concept of separating employees and dividing work into small components was 
developed by the work of Frederick W Taylor and in the subsequent publication of his land-mark 
text 'Principles of Scientific Management'in 1911 (Taylor, 1947). Advocates of this 'scientific'(as 
it became known) approach to management emerged during the 1930s and 1940s, reducing the 
workforce to the human components of the process of manufacture. Systems of inspection of 
products, at or near the end of manufacturing process, were developed as part of this approach 
to ensure goods were of a certain quality 
- 
this became known as quality control. If goods did 
not achieve a certain pre-set quality threshold then they were rejected 
- 
thus preventing 
unmerchantable goods from ever reaching the customer. 
Although quality control had its strengths there were major weaknesses. In particular, it was a 
post facto activity or process (Oakland, 1989), which often resulted in huge amounts of rejected 
goods generating expense in terms of scrap and reworking. However, this did not prevent the 
system remaining dominant, particularly in manufacturing, for the great part of the 1940s and 
1950S. 
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Throughout the 1960s and early part of the 1970s attention on quality was diluted somewhat. In 
the seller's market that existed at the time buyers were only too happy to pay the lowest price 
for a product at the cost of quality. However, during this period the effectiveness of a quality 
control/scientific method to management began to be questioned. For example, the work of Trist 
(1963) compared, in the mining industry, the 'conventional' approach to management, which 
separated and divided functions, such as quality control, and a 'composite' approach where 
teams of miners were formed and given responsibility for the total task of coal extraction: 
membership of the teams, responsibilities of members, distribution of wages and quality control 
measures were all managed by the group themselves. Major differences in productivity, attitude 
and quality between the two types of organisation were identified. 
7he composite work group was highly organised and stable. It was no longer unrealistic 
for individuals to attain stations of increased importance within the group. 7he concept 
of being asked to perform more than a simple task was no longer regarded as 
exploitation. The opportunity to learn additional skills was actively sought Supervisors 
of the groups migrated from issuing orders to simply providing technical advice. They 
became "leaders" instead of "bossesff they became good guys. (Reilly, 1994: 5) 
Despite such research findings, the move away from the scientific approach did not happen on 
a large scale until the late 1970s/early 1980s (Deming, 1986; Oakland, 1989). 
2.1.2 Quality assurance 
During the 1970s and 1980s quality began to have a more central focus. The reason was two- 
fold: (i) the lowering of trade barriers allowed quality-conscious countries such as Japan to 
expand into different markets and increase their market share; and (ii) a more sophisticated 
customer-supplier relationship developed whereby the customer began to dominate the 
relationship, and, through an increasingly diverse (in terms of range and quality) product range, 
customer choice became a major factor. As a result of the development of a buyer's market 
manufacturers increasingly realised that quality was the key to competitive advantage (Sallis, 
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1993: 18). During the latter part of the 1980s and early 1990s the focus on quality became 
greater than ever before. Quality assurance processes based on such concepts and procedures 
as those reported by Trist 
- 
giving the worker the responsibility for quality, self-managed teams, 
quality circles, empowering employees 
- 
replaced old quality control mechanisms. Quality 
control systems, comparing output with defined standards gave way to quality assurance 
arrangements seeking to achieve the same objectives but in a preventative rather than a post 
facto way (Cuttance, 1994). However, organisations began to realise that although quality 
assurance procedures were a vast improvement on quality control in reducing cost and 
wastage, they did not in themselves encourage a continual improvement approach to quality; 
they merely ensured that procedures were in place (Dale, Lascelles, & Plunkett, 1990). 
Increasing attention to quality led to an explosion of material on the subject, the rise in 
prominence of the quality 'gurus' (Department of Trade and Industry, 1991) and the emergence 
of the concept of total quality. 
2.1.3 The quality'gurus' 
Many management theorists have written on the subject of quality; Deming, Crosby, 
Feigenbaum and Juran are four who have developed theories or concepts that have been 
applied or developed in educational contexts. 
Deming 
A major theme running through the work of the 'quality gurus' is that quality can be used to gain 
competitive advantage. Deming (1986) argued just that, claiming quality improves productivity 
and competitive position, whilst Crosby (1979) touched upon another central theme by arguing 
that increased profitability can be gained from quality improvement programmes. He, like 
Deming, issued a 14-step programme to change an organisation into one with a quality 
improvement focus. 
26 
In seminars held throughout the 1980s Deming put forward '14 Points for Management' to 
summarise his philosophy for improving quality, they included: 
I. responsibility for quality management and improvement falls to all employees; 
2. there must be a new philosophy of quality, led by managers; 
3. quality should be 'built into the product' rather than relying on inspection; 
4. price will become less important in determining suppliers; 
5. there must be a process of continual improvement; 
6. training must take place on the job; 
7. the focus of management must be on facilitation to improve; 
B. fear should be removed from work; 
9. inter-departmental barriers should be broken down; 
10. slogans should be eliminated; 
11. numerical targets should be removed; 
12. every job should be developed to be rewarding and challenging; 
13. self-education and improvement should be instituted; 
14. everyone must work to accomplish this transition. (Deming, 1986) 
Deming emphasised that his 14 points must be related to the requirements of individual 
companies. His work has constantly evolved and more recently can perhaps best be described 
as management by positive co-operation (Department of Trade and Industry, 1991). 
Juran 
Joseph M. Juran rose to international eminence in the 1950s following publication of his 'Quality 
Control Handbook' (Jura n, 1951). Interestingly he defined quality as 'fitness for use'; and central 
to his approach was the principal that quality does not happen by accident, it must be planned. 
He developed the idea of a quality trilogy: quality planning which e)dsts to attack sporadic 
quality problems, quality control to attack chronic problems and quality improvement to develop 
and refine policies. His'Quality Planning Road Map' consisted of the following steps: 
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I. identification of the customers; 
2. determination of the needs of those customers; 
3. translation of these needs into a 'quality' language; 
4. development of a product to respond to these needs; 
5. optimisation of product features to meet customers' needs; 
6. development of a process with the ability to produce the product; 
7. optimisation of the process; 
8. proof of the process' capabilities under operating conditions; 
9. transfer of the process to operations. 
Juran emphasised the cost of quality and recommended its measurement to highlight quality 
improvement opportunities, warning that there are no shortcuts to quality and recommending 
that the quality improvement process should start with top management. 
Feigenbaum 
Dr Armand Feigenbaum has been recognised by fellow management theorists as the originator 
of Total Quality Control'- a systematic or total approach to quality, requiring the involvement of 
all functions in the quality process, not just manufacturing. He advocated building quality into 
the system as opposed to inspecting and controlling quality 'after the event'. Feigenbaum 
shaped the definition of a Total Quality System as an operating work structure which spanned 
an organisation and set out agreed procedures for guiding the actions of the people, the 
machines and the information of the organisation in the most effective way to assure customer 
quality (Department of Trade and Industry, 1991). 
Thus Feigenbaum developed quality as a way of doing business; with three keys to achieving 
quality competitive leadership: 
1. a clear understanding of international markets and how people buy in these markets; 
2. a thorough grasp of a total quality strategy, which should provide a business foundation 
and capacity to satisfy these customers; 
28 
3. practical management knowledge to create the company environment for quality and for 
establishing the goals required for quality leadership. 
Feigenbaum argued Total Quality Systems are the most powerful change-agent for companies 
and that managers must lead them so they develop the growth of companies. 
Crosby 
Philip Crosby is best known for his text 'Quality is Free' (Crosby, 1979) in which he put forward 
'Four Absolutes of quality management': 
I. quality is defined as conformance to requirements, not as 'goodness' or'elegance'; 
2. the system for causing quality is prevention, not appraisal; 
3. the performance standard is Zero Defects; 
4. the measurement of quality is in the Price of Non-Conformance. 
Quality defined as conformance to requirements is a crucial concept to understand. Suppose a 
computer is needed for an office. Which offers better 'quality, a large Pentium-based machine 
or a standard portable 486? The answer depends upon the buyers requirements. If the machine 
is required to analyse vast amounts of data quickly, clearly the Pentium is the better 'quality'. If, 
however, the machine is merely required as a word processor and space within the office is 
limited, then the portable 486 will be better 'quality'. Therefore conformance to requirements is 
more specific than the general 'fitness for purpose' espoused by Juran. 
'Prevention not appraisal' implies one of Crosby's catchphrases, 'Right First Time'. This is 
achieved through building quality into the product. Factors necessary to achieve this are an 
increase in the awareness of quality in the organisation, rigorous training and the establishment 
of improvement goals. 
The third absolute, Zero Defects, focuses efforts towards continuous improvement. An effective 
Zero Defects approach means that when mistakes occur, someone will ask'how did it happenT, 
"why did it happen7and 'what can I do to prevent it happening again? ' 
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The Price of Non-conformance is the cost that results from a product not being the required 
standard. A simple example would be the costs involved with replacing a faulty television. Quite 
often these 'costs' would go beyond the financial cost of physically replacing the television - they 
may also include the 'cost' of a lowering of the public image of the producing organisation. 
Many contemporary views of quality management are developed from the work of the gurus. 
Deming believes quality can improve competitive position and productivity. Like Juran, he 
emphasises the need to build quality into products by involving all departments in the design 
and conception of a product. Juran, Feigenbaum and Crosby emphasise quality as satisfying 
customer requirements. All speak of identifying internal and external customers. Crosby 
espouses the theme of continual improvement. Feigenbaum argues for the use of a 
documented system. Like Deming, Feigenbaum believes Total Quality Management can lead to 
competitive advantage. Deming and Juran say the process should be led by top management. 
There are differences in some of the views of these gurus. For example, Deming calls for the 
elimination of slogans and numerical targets and advocates quality measurement by 
conformance to requirements. Crosby's slogans include 'right first time', and he believes quality 
should be measured in terms of the cost of non-conformance. However, although many of the 
gurus put forward different solutions to the problems of quality management the basic principles 
they employed remain the same (Oakland, 1989). 
2.1.4 Summary 
In summary, the focus on quality in industry can be ascribed to 6 key reasons: 
1. organisations become aware that complying with the requirements of a particular quality 
system is not necessarily a sure-fire guarantee against producing and shipping non- 
conforming products to the customer ; 
2. the imposition of stringent quality requirements by major customers; 
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3. the teachings of quality gurus such as Crosby (1979), Deming (1982), Feigenbaum 
(1983), Ishikawa (1985), Juran (1988); 
4. loss of market share; 
5. increased contact with personnel from Japanese companies with manufacturing 
facilities in the West; and 
6. published case studies, which focus on how companies have been successful by 
focusing on quality (Dale, Lascelles & Plunkett, 1990). 
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2.2 Quality in education 
2.2.1 Quality in public service provision and the marketisation of education 
Until relatively recently, public services have been unaffected by quality issues. However, as a 
result of increased competition initiated by deregulation, quality has become a tool or indicator 
with which to judge this type of service provider. The development, in the UK, of initiatives such 
as the Citizens Charters have led to providers being forced to indicate their performance against 
set criteria. Failure to meet such standards has resulted in a variety of measures being available 
to the courts and others charged with regulating the public services. These include the 
imposition of fines and in some cases the revocation of operating licenses. This increase in 
direct accountability of the services they provide has subsequently led to a more focused 
appreciation of quality and standards issues in public service. 
The work of the quality gurus discussed earlier in this chapter and the 'conflicts created by 
expansion and the pursuit of efficiency gains' (Holloway, 1994: 118) have, at least, influenced 
the interest around quality issues in education. A key factor forcing an appreciation of quality 
issues has been the marketisation of education. As government funding for education 
programmes has decreased, institutions have sought other sources of income for their 
educational provision. As a result, training and education has become increasingly market- 
orientated and driven (Freeman, 1993). Essentially there are three issues dominating the focus 
on quality in education in the UK the large amount spent by government on education; the loss 
of trust by government in educational institutions producing a community with the knowledge, 
skills and capabilities to compete successfully in a world economy; and the message put 
forward by the industrial gurus, such as Deming, that quality leads to competitive advantage 
and survival (Doherty, 1994a: 247). By focusing on the economies and efficiencies that quality 
systems bring, education has moved from a public service model towards a greater market 
orientation (Ball, 1990; Bowe & Ball, 1992; Murgatroyd & Morgan, 1993; Barnett, 1992). 
Increasingly, educational organisations have been forced to consider 'private sector' issues 
such as mission, market strategy, client/customer satisfaction and quality (Holloway, 1994). 
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Education is becoming like any other market, with providers attempting to distinguish their 
provision from that of their competitors. One way of doing this is through providing specialist 
courses or facilities although, drawing on the experience of other industries, the most popular 
competitive tool is that of quality. 
Recently, the approach adopted by manufacturing industry has been that of assuring quality, as 
highlighted by the writings of the quality gurus. An assurance model appears to be the one that 
has found the most credence with educational organisations (Freeman, 1993: 10). It has been 
described as an embracing concept which affects the ethos and operation of post-compulsory 
education (Elliott, 1993). 
Elliott adds that 'a key determining characteristic of quality assurance systems in education has 
been recognised 
... 
to be the clear preference expressed for quality systems imported from 
industry' (Elliott, 1996: 70). This is reflected in FE research (Further Education Unit, 1991: 3). In 
addition, changes in funding arrangements in further and higher education have also assisted in 
the development of a system of accountability which allows those responsible for funding to 
assure themselves that the result of their funding is a service which is efficient and effective 
(Bell, 1992: 134; Bradley, 1996). Others have suggested that a well-developed approach to 
quality assurance provides a common focus of accountability and development for a service. 
Accountability systems focus primarily on proving quality while development systems focus on 
improving quality (Cuttance, 1994). 
Some authors have adapted the quality assurance approaches used in industrial settings and 
applied them to Access provision in order to position responsibility for quality assurance as 
closely as possible to the interaction between the learner and the cur7iculum (Olson, 1991). 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, the national arrangements for the recognition of Access Courses 
had within its framework a focus on quality assurance. It was designed to, inter alia, encourage 
staff in HE to admit Access Course students and also to promote confidence in the students 
themselves in obtaining a place (CVCP & CNAA, 1989). A further factor to be considered in the 
rise of importance of quality in education are the recent Charters introduced by the Government 
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highlighting citizens and students rights from service organisations such as schools, colleges, 
and universities (Harvey & Green, 1992: 23). As in industry, the interest in quality in education 
has led to an explosion of 'How to' publications covering such topics as performance indicators, 
quality assurance systems, quality audits, quality manuals, and ways of ensuring quality in 
relation to specific aspects of teaching and learning (Bell, 1992: 132). 
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2.2.2 Stakeholders in quality 
An attitude which embraces industrial quality concepts (many of which were developed outside 
of the UK) has been questioned as 'Inappropilate for British industry let alone British schools' 
(West-Bumham, 1992: 14). These concems were reflected (for FE) by the FEFC: 
7he education service can learn from the approaches to quality and its assurance adopted in 
the business and industry sectors. However, the different aims and objectives of a public 
service, which take account of the needs of the community as a whole as well as those of 
individual consumers, must be reflected in its quality assurance arrangements. ' (Fuither 
Education Funding Council, 1993: 7) 
In addition to quality being associated with the process of education, it is also multi-dimensional 
with 'many actors and stakeholders 
... 
involved ( 
... 
educational institutions 
..., 
managers, 
teachers and researchers, support staff, students, government agencies, employers, academic 
and professional organisations)' (Westerheijden, Brennen & Maassen, 1994: 17); and it has 
many focal points such as good quality buildings, effective lectures, excellent resources, good 
community links, high exam pass rates (Sallis, 1993: 12). 
The above suggests that a complex interaction takes place where each input may be ascribed 
different degrees of importance by different stakeholders 
- 
for example, how the dimension of 
teaching accommodation is viewed by the various stakeholders (as shown in Figure 2: 1 
ovedeaf). 
35 
High 
Relative 
importance Teachers / Tutors 
of 
accomodation Students 
* Providing institution * Employers 
* Government agencies 
Low 
* Researchers 
Stakeholders 
Figure 2: 1 Stakeholder views on the quality of teaching accommodation 
We might speculate, as indicated in Figure 2: 1, that those who view the quality of teaching 
accommodation to be most important are the teachers/tutors themselves. This is 
understandable 
- 
as they may correlate good quality accommodation with effective teaching and 
learning (Ashworth & Harvey, 1994). In the example, researchers do not see teaching 
accommodation as important because they do not use it for their work. If the dimension under 
consideration were laboratory space then its quality would be of more importance to 
researchers as it would be a resource more heavily used by them. This shows that the level of 
quality in a service (education) is viewed uniquely by the many different actors involved 
- 
who 
may be those providing the service (the teachers/tutors), those receiving the service (students), 
and those working with the product or ultimately receiving the service/the product of the service 
(e. g. employers) (Pollit, 1992). The situation is further complicated because there are (at least) 
as many definitions of quality in higher education as there are categories of stakeholders 
... 
times the number of purposes, or dimensions, these stakeholders distinguish, (Brennan et al, 
1992: 13). 
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2.2.3 Definitions of quality 
Quality has generally been accepted as important in education, although it has been a difficult 
concept to define, not least because of the different views of each of its stakeholders. Harvey & 
Green (1993) recognised this and developed five main definitions of quality in education: 
1. quality as exceptional; 
2. quality as perfection or consistency; 
3. quality as fitness for purpose; 
4. quality as value for money; 
5. quality as transformation. 
The first four definitions are common quality definitions in industry but the fifth seems unique to 
education 
- 
it refers to the actual process of education itself. 'unlike many other services where 
the provider is doing something Lor the consumer, in the education of students the provider is 
doing something Lo the consumer(Harvey & Green, 1993: 24). However, this implies a passive 
role for the consumer/student. Education is a two-way/collaborative process and any 
transformation is achieved by the students themselves interacting with the educational process. 
Therefore quality as transformation has, in common with the other definitions of quality in 
education, various influences. 
Others have categorised quality in a number of ways in order to overcome the problem of 
competing views on its definition. For example, quality as quality assurance, contract 
conformance and customer-driven quality (Murgatroyd & Morgan, 1993). 
Quality as quality assurance focuses on the 'determination of standards, appropriate methods 
and quality requirements by an expert body, accompanied by a process of inspection or 
evaluation that examines the extent to which practice meets these standards' (Murgatroyd & 
Morgan, 1993: 45). 
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Contract conformance acknowledges that some quality standard has been specified during the 
negotiation of forTning a contract. For example, when providing an IT course of study an 
institution may specify the number of contact hours between the learner and lecturer and the 
computing facilities that will be available for their sole use. 
Customer-driven quality is often associated with the customer's perceptions of whether or not 
the product or service meets their expectations and is 'fit for its purpose'. 
Murgatroyd & Morgan (1993) regard customer-driven quality and its association with the notion 
of fitness for purpose to be at the heart of the quality revolution. 
A'spectrum'of quality definitions which embraces those put forward above has been developed 
to inform the continuing debate on quality (see Figure 2: 2 below). 
Quality definitions 
.4 10 
Fitness for purpose Connoisseurs' excellence 
Figure Z2 Spectrum of quality definitions (Middlehurst, 1997) 
At one end of this spectrum is the notion of quality as fitness for purpose as developed by Juran 
- 
where purpose is defined in terms of customer requirements. At the other end, quality is 
defined as a level of excellence by those who are expected to understand and recognise such 
excellence, the 'connoisseurs' (Middlehurst, 1997: 46). The exact location on the spectrum of a 
definition of quality will depend upon the 'stakeholder' concerned (who could be a provider or 
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custom er/student, for example), and the standards by which they are assessing or judging 
quality. For example, a fitness for purpose definition would apply to student assessment of 
teaching quality set against the standards set by the subject provider. 
A 'connoisseurs' definition would apply where judgements of academic standards, as compared 
to other institutions, are being made by external examiners. 
Recently, there has been some movement away from notions of quality that typically would fall 
nearer to the connoisseur's end of the spectrum. Generally, quality as excellence in education 
has been replaced by quality as fitness for purpose (Green, 1994). However, the question of 
'whose fitness for purpose? ' still presents itself. If the student is the key 'stakeholder' or 
customer further complications arise in defining and assessing quality. For example, as 
highlighted earlier, the learner and the provider (student and lecturer) are both involved in the 
production process 
- 
this has no parallel in manufacturing industry from where many quality 
techniques are derived. In addition, some writers state that the student is not 'best placed to 
detennine what quality is and whether it is present' (Green, 1994: 171; Roberts & Higgins, 
1992). An alternative method can be achieved by replacing the student 'stakeholder with the 
providing institution and defining fitness for purpose as the institution fulfilling its own stated 
objectives or mission. 
2.2.4 Effectiveness of quality systems 
Because of the mufti-dimensional nature of quality in education, analysis and measurement 
procedures which reflect this are important. As Sallis (1993) points out, the quality mechanisms 
of British education have usually been external to institutions, and whilst inspection, 
examination and validating bodies will continue to be important in maintaining quality standards, 
institutions are increasingly being required to develop their own quality systems, and to be able 
to demonstrate publicly that they can deliver a quality service (Sallis, 1993: 13). The approach 
taken to quality and standards in Access has been the 'internal' or 'peer group' process 
developed from the Council for National Academic Awards (CNAA) method with the ownership 
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of quality remaining close to the point of delivery. As a result this approach assures quality 
rather than controlling it and functions along similar lines to quality circles (its industrial setting 
counterpart). A peer group process compliments the original intentions of the ACRG by 
accommodating the diversity in approach to validation whilst still maintaining a 'lightness of 
touch'. If this shift of 'control' for quality continues to flow from external bodies to closer to the 
point of delivery it would be reasonable for the accountability associated with that external 
control to also shift. The greater autonomy provided by the internal control of quality, as well as 
the reduction in restrictions on resource deployment/al location will allow educational institutions 
to become more competitive by providing a wider variety of courses and being flexible in their 
location and method of provision. A competitive edge will be important in an unfolding age of 
uncertainty where schools are increasingly encouraged to offer vocational qualifications, 
employers are developing National Vocational Qualification programmes, and degree 
programmes are being franchised to further education colleges. With the traditional providers of 
education being challenged there is now a need, greater than ever, to focus on the needs of the 
customer/consumer of education 
- 
and at the heart of this focus is quality (Sallis, 1993: 20). 
2.2.5 Total Quality Management 
Moves made by educational organisations to develop their own philosophy and methods 
towards providing a quality service are characteristic of a total quality management approach 
(Hall, 1996). Total Quality Management or TQM, like the concept of quality itself, is interpreted 
differently by different people. However, there is common agreement that it is total in the sense 
that everyone in an organisation is crucial in the production of the service to the customer. This 
concept of lotal' acknowledges that the organisation operates in an environment upon which it 
has a role and impact (Eamshaw, 1996) and is therefore responsive to customer needs. 
Although TQM is a move away from the typical standards approach to quality in education, the 
two need not necessarily be mutually exclusive. A standards approach, such as British 
Standard 5750 can be a useful intermediary towards the achievement of TQM. In addition, the 
TQM approach, unlike externally imposed standards, is seen as a more acceptable approach 
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and is in accord with traditional education values (Doherty, 1994b). Moreover, its promotion of 
internal quality arrangements may lead to FE institutions seeking to validate their own 
programmes (along similar lines to HE organisations). This may have implications for Access 
Course validation where the majority of the assuring activities/processes could be increasingly 
carried out within and by the providing institution 
- 
leaving the AVA with a minimal 'overseeing' 
or 'checking' function. A development of this kind would echo the original 'lightness of touch' 
principle devised at the inception of the national framework for the recognition of Access 
Courses. 
Despite their general effectiveness (Parry, 1995), questions are now being raised as to the 
efficiency of the mechanisms used to assure quality in Access. At the institutional level there are 
concerns about the resourcing of the activities of peer group quality assurance models (Barnett, 
1994). This has led to questions focusing on issues such as: What are the costs and benefits, 
and to whom? ' Chapter 3 reviews the literature on cost-benefit analysis, a tool that is 
increasingly being used to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of a given course of action, 
and outlines mechanisms used for assessing the costs and benefits of specific courses of 
action. This powerful evaluative tool has been used for many years by policyrnakers and is 
being increasingly used to determine the effectiveness and efficiency of diffedng courses of 
decisions made. The rationale for its varied application and setting are also outlined in the 
following chapter. 
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Chapter 3 
3. Economic analysis in education 
The previous chapter examined the importance of quality in industry and education. Increasingly 
attention has been focused on the costs incurred by the systems and processes that examine 
the quality of a product or service. Many argue that the cost of producing a good quality product 
or service will be less than the costs incurred by poor quality provision (Crosby, 1979; Oakland, 
1989; Reilly, 1994). Reasons for this include bad quality leading to dissatisfied customers and 
repair costs for faulty goods. Recognising this, the concept of TQM (explained in the previous 
chapter) dictates a dedication to quality issues within an organisation. 
Analysing the quality of education from this financial or economic perspective has been viewed 
as inappropriate by some educationalists. Some argue that measurement of quantity in relation 
to quality in education is difficult to measure as the most important objectives in terms of 
education are in fact beyond measurement. Also, the economic analysis of educational choice 
and efficiency is overwhelming when adequate study may reveal more effective and efficient 
ways of deploying resources: 
Mat virtue can there be in wasting resources on an inefficient way of achieving given ends if 
those same ends can be achieved more cheaply, thereby releasing resources to achieve some 
other educational goal which otherwise would have to be ignored for absence of resources? ' 
(Thomas & Simkins, 1987: 13). 
As a result of, inter alia, the scarcity of resources to fund education programmes questions are 
being raised which ask whether a particular activity, and we may include a quality assurance 
activity, is an effective and efficient use of resources. With this focus on appropriate use of 
resources it has recently been suggested that the national agency which co-ordinates the 
recognition of Access Courses (formerly HEOC), probably adds little additional benefit than that 
already provided by the local AVA which recognises the Access Course (Wagner, 1997). These 
comments are typical of those in education who are concerned that resources are deployed in a 
rational and productive way. Drawing on analytical and decision tools used in industry, some 
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educationalists are turning to such techniques as cost-benefit analysis and cost-effectiveness 
analysis to examine the effectiveness and efficiency of resource deployment decisions (Dunn & 
Sullins, 1992). This chapter reviews the literature on cost-benefit analysis and considers its 
applicability in educational settings. 
3.1 Definitions of cost-benefit analysis 
There are many definitions of cost-benefit analysis and although the terms used may differ and 
the scope of the analysis may vary, the essential feature remains constant: a calculation of 
resourcing needs for a project/activity compared with the value of the goods or services to be 
produced (Peters, 1973; Ashworth & Harvey, 1994: 5). Put simply, it is a system: 'developed by 
economists for weighing the "prosm against the Nconsff of decisions' (Mace, 1986: 18). 
Additionally, cost-benefit studies should consider repercussions of the activity in the distant as 
well as nearer, future (Prest & Turvey, 1965). However, this appears, prima facie, to narrowly 
define a cost-benefit study and was criticised nearly 50 years ago (Pigou, 1950) on the grounds 
that in a capitalist society, individual entrepreneurs focused on private or individual rates of 
return. Hence economists and decision-makers now tend to view cost-benefit analysis as 
embracing the identification and financial assessment of the total costs and benefits of an 
activity, paying particular attention to the social costs and benefits which do not normally feature 
in a conventional costing exercise (Armstrong, 1993: 364). This is especially so in analyses 
which focus on educational programmes where efforts are made to establish as many cost and 
benefit factors as possible. However many analyses are, because of measurement difficulties, 
often restricted or limited by the 'decision maker to a primary focus on direct and easily defined 
costs and benefits (Royle & Shaw, 1988: 239). That is not to say, though, that other costs and 
benefits are not factored in the analysis. The analysis should attempt to capture all relevant 
costs and benefits and if difficulty is encountered in estimating their worth they should be at 
least noted so that the reader can estimate their value (Phelps, 1996: 2). 
The major work in cost-benefit studies began in the USA and examined the development of 
major river valleys (Howe, 1971). Landmark studies conducted in the UK included that of the 
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Victoria Line extension to the London Underground (Foster & Beesley 1963) and the appraisal 
of the economics of the MI motorway (Coburn, Beesley & Reynolds 1960). More recent studies 
(detailed later in this chapter) include an analysis of different water system planning techniques 
(Howe, 1971); an evaluation of a schoolteacher examination programme (Phelps, 1996); and an 
examination of the costs and benefits of the heart transplant programmes at Papworth and 
Harefield Hospitals (Buxton et al, 1985). 
Despite the volume of literature focusing on cost-benefit studies and techniques it was 
described as 'nonsense on stilts' when applied to the choice of a third London airport in 1970 
(Self, 1970). It has also been said that cost-benefit analysis attempts to set monetary values on 
goods and services for which no market exists, making it either impossible or even immoral to 
attach a value to certain benefits such as human life (Fuchs, 1980). However, the major 
strength of cost-benefit analysis is that it attempts to systematically consider all the 
consequences (in cost and benefit terms) of an activity. In doing this it forces an analyst or 
decision-maker to attach some kind of value to each item in the analysis/study or to make 
explicit why this has not been, cannot be or should not be done. Project work examining special 
educational provision echoed this point by concluding, inter alia, that cost-benefit analysis 
focused on the use of resources in relation to the output achieved from their use (Lewis et al 
1988: 212). 
3.2 Stages of cost-benefit analysis 
The literature provides a number of fundamental difficulties in conducting any competent cost- 
benefit analysis. These include: 
1. selecting an appropriate productivity index (whether to use the Internal Rate of Return 
(IRR) analysis or the Net Present Value (NPV) approach); 
2. selecting an appropriate rate of discount; 
3. identifying and measuring the costs involved; 
4. identifying and measuring the benefits involved; and 
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selecting an appropriate time horizon for investments (Dunn & Sullins, 1982). 
This chapter will discuss these common problems encountered by cost-benefit studies by 
highlighting a number of case studies and examining the processes involved in cost-benefit 
analyses. 
The process of cost-benefit analysis can be broken down into 6 key stages (Armstrong, 1993). 
In stage 1 the scope of the project is defined 
- 
for example a study focusing on an analysis of 
the costs and benefits of a teacher appraisal programme. Usually, at this stage the main areas 
of investigation are stated, or the viewpoints sought, which may include the teachers being 
appraised, those appraising them and the students of the teacher being appraised. 
Following identification of the areas of investigation a list of anticipated costs and benefits is 
constructed in stage 2. Costs may consist of: direct costs which can be directly attached to an 
activity (such as the cost of printing teacher appraisal material); indirect costs i. e. those that 
cannot clearly be apportioned; marginal costs that are the incremental costs of an activity; and 
total costs (such as the entire cost of a teacher appraisal programme). Benefits may also be 
similarly described, however, they are often more difficult to measure in ways comparable to 
costs and therefore they are described as either: measurable i. e. they can be quantified easily 
and uncontroversially; capable of being measured although perhaps with difficulty or in different 
ways (such as the costing of time given up by a teacher to the appraisal activity); or benefits 
may be essentially qualitative and incapable of being measured in any comparable way to costs 
(Fielden & Pearson, 1989). 
An important point to consider at stage 3 is whattwhose value should be applied to the costs 
and benefits? There are four approaches to the valuation of factors within a cost-benefit 
analysis (Drummond et al, 1987). The fir-st is market valuations which could be used for most 
resource items or by imputing valuations by reference to the market pdce of similar 
commodities. For example, the value of a teacher's time whilst marking essays could be 
imputed by reference to the wages paid whilst actually teaching 
- 
although some argue that the 
financial value of this'marking time'should be lower than that of teaching time as it is not a core 
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activity of the teacher (Phelps, 1996). The second valuation approach is 'clients' willingness-to- 
pay estimates' which can be established by asking the client or by observing their behaviour. 
For example, the trade-off a student makes between a course of study and the income from a 
full-time job (the 'fee' element of a course of study would also factor in this trade-off). The third 
approach focuses on policy-makers' views which are either explicitly stated or implicit through 
their actions. For example, the research grants made to projects examining the National 
Curriculum could be used to impute policy-makers valuations of school education through the 
size of research grant made. The fourth valuation approach is that of practitioners' views or 
professional opinion which could be based on references to court awards made to those who 
have received an inadequate or unsatisfactory education. 
How far'indirect' and 'non-monetary' factors should be pursued (in terms of attempting to place 
a valuation on them) is a common problem faced by cost-benefit studies. Common sense 
dictates that two criteria should be considered: (i) is it likely that the gathering of more 
inforTnation on the intangible items will change the result of the study?; and (ii) are the costs of 
gathering the information affordable? (Drummond et al, 1987). These questions go to the very 
root of the analysis involved in a cost-benefit study. One solution to the problem of valuing 
intangible factors, used especially in healthcare cost-benefit analyses, is to adopt a cost- 
effectiveness or cost-utility approach where results are expressed in terms of cost per life year 
gained, for example. This approach has been used extensively to assess the benefits of health 
care programmes (e. g. Buxton et al, 1985; Drummond et al, 1987). In this research the cost- 
effectiveness or cost-utility approach is used to develop a benefit index for staff development. 
This is explained further in Chapter 4: Methods. 
Stage 4 of the analysis provides that some cost and benefit factors may be experienced in the 
future and therefore should be included in the study. It is at this stage that the future costs and 
benefits are identified. For example, a teacher appraisal activity may take place after 2 or 3 
years of teaching and although not an immediate cost it is nevertheless a cost of the teacher 
appraisal scheme. Similarly, the benefits might not accrue until several years later or may be 
spread over a specific period of time. 
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Stage 5 compares the different cost and benefit factors associated with the activity and 
occurring at different times. It is at this stage that the future costs and benefits are measured. In 
order to create a fair comparison with current factors future factors will need to be discounted 
back to present values. The principle behind this is that the valuation placed on a future cost or 
a future benefit is lower than if it occurred in the present. It can, for example, be argued that to 
pay a debt of El 00 in 7 years time would need an investment now of only E50 at an interest rate 
of 10% per annum compound interest. Thus El 00 in 7 years is Worth' only E50 now. There are 
2 approaches to discounting cost-benefit figures over time: net present value (NP\/) and internal 
rate of return (IRR). The NPV method discounts figures by a set percentage amount over time 
and therefore provides a present value for a future financial transaction 
- 
as shown in the 
example above. The IRR method operates by discounting figures in a similar way to the NPV 
method but seeks to produce a present value figure of zero. Essentially, under the IRR 
approach, the higher the percentage rate of return required to return a present value of zero the 
more profitable the project being considered. Usually, the IRR technique is used to compare a 
number of competing projects in order to determine the most profitable among them The most 
frequently used method for assessing present value is the NPV approach (Mishan, 1988). 
The sixth stage of a cost-benefit analysis is the appraisal of the study. If, following a full 
investigation, costs are found to exceed benefits the activity/project should not proceed or 
should be modified in ways which produce an excess of benefits over costs to an acceptable or 
desirable level. This facilitates, through a manipulation of the factors, the generation of What iff 
scenarios. 
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3.3 Examples of cost-benefit analysis 
The literature provides many examples of cost-benefit analysis (Kelly, 1994; Royle & Shaw 
1988; Howe, 1971; Heywood, 1989; Drummond, 1987), all of which attempt to factor all 
reasonable costs and benefits in their analyses. The following three examples show some of the 
techniques used and highlight the effect of their use, including some of the strengths, 
weaknesses and limitations of each. 
One study which assessed the costs and benefits of water systems planning highlighted the 
different results, in terms of costs and benefits, when the level of analysis was differentiated 
between national and regional outcomes (Howe, 1971). At a national level typical costs included 
the construction of the waterway and related operating and maintenance costs. Benefits 
included the extra revenue generated by the additional traffic using the waterway and the costs 
saved by diverting traffic from higher cost modes of transportation. At a regional level typical 
costs were contributions required for flood control measures and necessary harbour 
improvements related to the waterway. Local benefits included the savings made by local 
shippers who used the waterway and the increased net incomes of local companies involved in 
the construction or upkeep of the waterway. 
This study highlighted, when examining national and regional costs and benefits that they differ 
to varying degrees. If national and regional factors are included in the analysis then a 'global' or 
'social' cost-benefit analysis should take place 
- 
where some costs and some benefits occurring 
in both national and regional listings cancel each other out, leaving net overall costs and 
benefits from the project. However, by taking just the national or regional factors a 'local' or 
'private' cost-benefit analysis is taking place 
- 
the analysis no longer includes costs and benefits 
to whomsoever they may accrue and may demonstrate a balance of benefits over costs at one 
level but of costs over benefits at another. 
Other research work illustrates that although extremely useful, cost-benefit analysis 
- 
if not 
clearly stated in terms of its objectives and focus 
- 
can be misleading. If an analysis is focusing 
on a particular group affected by a project it should state this clearly at the outset otherwise the 
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study has the potential of becoming misleading. This is reflected in an American cost-benefit 
study of a teacher competence test (Phelps, 19961). 
During the 1980s a group of American researchers undertook a cost-benefit analysis of the 
Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT), a paper-based test 
designed to determine whether a teacher had basic literacy skills. It was felt by policy-makers 
that the introduction and administration of the test'would alleviate some of the concern 
expressed by the citizens and elected representatives of Texas that teacher training colleges 
were producing teachers who were basically unqualified to teach. The teachers union welcomed 
the test as it was, inter alia, extremely simple. 
A subsequent examination of the cost-benefit analysis revealed that it was heavily weighted 
towards costs: 
I 
... 
the test was easy, simplistic and beneath the dignity of professional educators, and so 
studying for the test should not be counted as a benefit. But, at the same time, the teachers, 
their union, and the school districts were afraid that many would fail the test, so a massive effort 
was undertaken to prepare the teachers for it and that should be counted as a cost' (Phelps, 
1996: 4) 
An excessive cost within the analysis was that of the value of the teacher's personal time 
devoted to the test. Here Phelps points out that it is economists' convention to value personal 
time at a substantially lower rate (half the wage rate being typical). An adjustment of this kind 
'divides the authorsestimate by half (Phelps, 1996: 7). 
The benefits achieved from the dismissal of teachers failing the test were also wrongly 
calculated. Phelps argued that the benefits achieved from a dismissal occurred for years 
afterwards: ' 
... 
they were not just one-time benerits. As a dismissed teacher would be 
prevented from teaching for years, perhaps the rest of their career, then the benefits should 
I The author culled this text from the internet and any reference to page numbers are those of the 
web address where the article was placed at that date. 
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include the recurring benefit of not having to pay the salary of an illiterate teacher. Attention is 
also drawn to a separate analysis of the data from the original study by Solmon & Fagnano 
(1990) where they estimated the value over many students' lifetimes of the increased learning 
the students would gain from more literate teachers. 
It is clear that Phelps disagrees with the findings of the original team conducting the cost-benefit 
analysis. He highlights a common problem of cost-benefit studies - they fail to state, or are 
ambiguous in stating, their terms of reference and scope of study. Invariably a cost-benefit 
analysis cannot, due to resourcing limits, cover everything, it must draw and state clearly its 
limits 
- 
as Armstrong's (1993) staged approach indicates. With Phelps' and others' further 
analysis of the data from the original study a less 'fuzzy' and more complete picture of the costs 
and benefits was achieved. It would seem that by stimulating further analysis and debate cost- 
benefit analysis in this case was justified. 
A project benefiting from clear terms of reference focused on an analysis of heart transplant 
programmes at two hospitals in the early 1980s. These were to: 
I... identify and caf7y out a detailed analysis of the resource requirements and thus the costs of 
the current heart transplant programmes at Papworth and Harefield Hospitals and to relate 
these to appropriate indicators of patient benerits'(Buxton et al, 1985: 1). 
The methodological framework of the study outlined, drawing on similar work car7ied out in the 
United States (Evans, 1982), that the research sought to identify the extra costs and benefits 
resulting from the existence of the cardiac transplant programmes at Papworth and Harefield 
hospitals as compared to those of conventional medical therapy. This is of relevance to this 
research as the quality assurance activities impose extra costs and benefits on Access 
Courses. 
The work at Papworth and Harefield hospitals did not concentrate on the private costs to the 
patient, their family or employer 
- 
therefore strictly defining its cost and benefit boundaries. For 
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example, it did not consider any'spin-ofr benefits to other patients or the research community of 
the heart transplant programmes. 
Like many other studies involving the assessment of 'worth' of human life or health, the study 
adopted a cost-utility approach 
- 
which overcame the problem of trying to assess health effects 
in money terms (as in cost-benefit analysis) and that of measuring life year's gained irrespective 
of their quality (as in cost-effectiveness analysis). Instead the study measured the improvement 
in the quality of life (for example, how far the patient could walk unaided, and other activities 
they could do 'better' or'more'than before, such as gardening). 
To assess the benefits of the heart transplant programmes fairly the study required a suitable 
group with which to compare those accepted for heart transplant. This proved difficult as the 
most appropriate group (those rejected from the programme on psychological grounds, or 
because they were just outside the age limits) was too small to be useful. Therefore the group 
against which comparisons were made were those accepted for and awaiting transplant. 
Although large enough, this group had its weaknesses as patients in the group '... may be the 
iller patients for whom a suitable donor heart is not available' (Buxton et al, 1985: 5). 
Additionally, those 'patients still waiting at any point in time may be those with the relatively 
better prognosis who have not been put at the top of the Iwaffing fistý'(Buxton et a[, 1985: 5). 
Cost comparisons also proved difficult to establish. The research team involved in the study 
found it extremely difficult to establish the costs associated with those accepted and those not 
accepted for the transplant programme. The relatively small numbers of patients involved 
compounded these difficulties (sampling was ineffective). The group finally decided to consider 
only those costs that were additional (resulting from the transplant programmes). 
In their summary the research team accepted as a fundamental limitation of the study, the fact 
that no formal control group existed (i. e. a group of similar patients who had not undergone the 
same methods of treatment). As a result of this comparisons were made with patients who had 
been accepted for, but who had not received, a transplant. The problems of such a comparison 
have been highlighted above. 
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The review of cost-benefit literature shows that it has been developed from a traditional, 
perhaps narrowly defined application to accommodate wide and varied factors that are difficult 
to measure in ways comparable to costs. This has been particularly so in health care 
programmes such as those carried out by Buxton et al (1985), Drummond et al (11987) where 
cost-utility analysis or cost-effectiveness analysis has been successfully used. 
In education few cost-benefit studies have taken place that concentrate on the value of 
education rather than the cost of it 
- 
although various texts outline the techniques available for 
such studies (Mace, 1986; Steel & Sausman, 1997). However, fragmentary and limited 
resources, and an increasing desire for value for money, have led to concerns focusing on the 
appropriateness of the allocation of those resources. Cost-benefit analysis facilitates an 
examination of the utilisation of resources. 
The study of the Texas TECAT shows that such analyses can illuminate cost and benefit areas 
that may not be immediately apparent or appreciated. Chapter 4: Methods seeks to utilise the 
illuminative aspects of cost-benefit analysis to capture factors that are not necessarily financial 
or easily measurable. By explicitly stating these factors and explaining the values attached to 
them a competent evaluation of the quality assurance mechanisms of Access Courses can take 
place. The notion of 'cost-utility' is adapted and used to compare some less tangible benefits 
with more tangible cost factors. 
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Chapter 4 
4. Methods 
- 
data collection 
4.1 The research topic: A cost-benefit analysis of the quality assurance mechanisms of 
Authorised Validating Agencies 
Despite the large amount of published material on Access provision, covering its development 
and recognition as a valid route into higher education (e. g. Davies & Parry, 1993; Parry & 
Wake, 1990; Lieven, 1989), little work had been done on directly evaluating the procedures 
which assure/uphold the quality of Access programmesl. However, Davies (1993) had for a 
long time campaigned for a: 'serious cost-benefit analysis of the operation of Authorised 
Validating Agencies. ' As a result of this there emerged a proposa12 outlining research work 
required to assess the relative costs and benefits of a number of quality assurance 
mechanisms within the national framework for the recognition of Access Courses. It was 
anticipated that this work would facilitate the development of a cost/benefit model with the 
potential for more general and wider application. The proposal formed the starting point for the 
development of the research methodology which consisted of an identification of the costs and 
benefits associated with a number of different arrangements for quality assurance within the 
national framework; and an analysis of the relationship between the costs and benefits. 
At the beginning of the research, the National Framework for the recognition of Access Courses 
consisted of 37 validating agencies (or AVAs) who issued Access Certificates to students on 
Access Courses recognised by them (although, due to restructuring and mergers, this number 
reduced to 34 
- 
see Chapter I- Access education). All AVAs had their own quality assurance 
mechanisms or processes for recognising Access Courses. These recognition 
mechanisms/processes consisted of activities which an Access Course providing institution 
participated in to achieve recognition within the National Framework for their courses. Others, 
I Afthough Parry (1995) had produced a report on the operation/effectiveness of the National 
Framework for recognising Access Courses. 
See Appendix 1 for a copy of the proposal. 
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such as HEI representatives, outside of the Access Course providing institution, and AVA, were 
also involved in these mechanisms/processes. Therefore, a number of actors or stakeholders 
were affected in cost and benefit terms by the quality assurance processes of AVAs. 
An important part of the work outlined in the proposal was to examine not only the quantifiable 
costs and benefits but also the less quantifiable ones. The identified factors were classified as 
quantifiable, capable of quantification or qualitative. Qualitative factors, that were not capable 
of quantification so as to make them comparable with other factors, were not included in the 
main analysis but remained in the environment of the cost-benefit model (these are discussed 
later in this chapter and Chapter 5: Findings. Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education, shows 
how some cost-benefit practitioners have attempted to embrace both data types in their 
analyses. Some of these have been applied to this research). 
Historically, the approach taken to conduct cost-benefit analysis has been positivist where 
'Investigators 
... 
(treat the social world) of natural phenomena as being hard, real and external 
to the individual (and) will choose from a range of traditional options 
- 
surveys, experiments, 
and the fike. '(Cohen & Manion, 1992: 8). In many texts on cost-benefit analysis, for example, 
Mishan (1988), such a positivist (or objectivist) approach was taken whereby the costs and 
benefits were analysed and an attempt was made to quantify them. However, concern had 
been raised over the use of methods such as these that focussed on quantification, 
computation and the use of statistical techniques (ions, 1977; Cohen & Manion, 1992) as they 
produced results that gave a synthetic version of events taken from a restrictive environment. 
They either excluded some aspects or imposed inappropriate forms of measurement on them 
(Holbrook, 1977). To counter this some had questioned the usefulness and accuracy of 
participant observation as a data gathering technique when compared to a carefully controlled 
interview (Argyle, 1978). 
Others explained this split in research approaches as being between the 'scientistic' (objective 
approach) and 'humanistic! (subjective approach), and they claimed the two were not 
incompatible: 'A person with a scientistic viewpoint will prefer re-planning, focusing, 
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standardisation, quantification, and controls; a humanistically oriented evaluator will lean toward 
greater openness. But few individuals would adopt either style for every aspect of an 
investigation, and none would insist on applying a uniform style to all studies. ' (Cron bach, 1988: 
32). 
It was apparent, through the early stages of the research, that the work would involve looking at 
such varied factors as increased student confidence and the financial cost of course provision. 
Since, clearly, a common approach to the measurement of such widely different factors would 
not be appropriate a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods was adopted drawing 
on the work of, inter alia, Reichardt & Cook (1979) and Sax & Fine (1979). This was a major 
strength of the work as it is concerned with combining both methods and usefully incorporating 
the valuable features of each (Merton & Kendall, 1946). 
It was considered important in this research to produce a model with more general or wider 
application thus enabling users to evaluate their own, unique, provision and not merely observe 
the results from another provider (Light & Smith, 1970). This would enable the model to be 
developed and applied in different scenarios to Access Course provision 
- 
such as work-based 
learning/training programmes. 
As a result of the structure of the national framework the most influential groups among the 
various actors, in terms of the impact/effect on the quality of Access Courses, were the 
Authorised Validating Agencies (AVAs). Therefore, the research focused, primarily, on 
constructing a cost-benefit analysis of the quality assurance processes of the AVAs. In order to 
assess these effectively, the analysis was designed to 'un-pack' the AVA's procedures and 
assess their impact on Access Courses within their providing institution membership. 
In order to generate a model capable of wider and more general application across the different 
types of Access provision and validation, various factors were considered when choosing 
suitable AVA 'vehicles' to include in the analysis. These included the size of the AVA, its 
geographical catchment area and location, whether it was an Open College Network (OCN) 
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institution or in transition to OCN status, and its administrative methods and 'make-up'. This 
allowed different arrangements such as actors involved and processes/procedures undertaken 
to be considered in the work. The literature available on AVAs, particularly from Periodic 
Review literature and Higher Education Quality Council publications (Higher Education Quality 
Council, 1994), was of great assistance in this area. The consideration of the various factors 
helped illustrate the different quality assurance mechanisms and procedures and informed the 
construction of the cost-benefit model. 
The methodology for selecting and examining case study Access Courses was not pre- 
determined at the beginning of the research but was open and iterative in nature. It was shaped 
and developed gradually as understanding of the diverse nature of Access Course provision 
and validation grew and as practice in the field changed. 
Also of importance to its potential for wider application was the 'manipulability' and organic 
nature of the model since decision-makers 'would rind little of use in a report that simply 
compared the end results of a now obsolete Plan A and a now obsolete Plan B' (Cronbach, 
1988: 13). In order to produce a model capable of such manipulation an approach was taken 
whereby widely differing Access Course case studies were selected. These programmes, with 
differing operating mechanisms and procedures, were examined to identify cost-benefit factors 
and then a model was developed from this analysis. 
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4.2 Selecting a case study course 
- 
the pilot 
Various data sources were consulted in order to establish initial costs and benefits of the 
external quality assurance processes. These included data resulting from the attendance at 
panels, panel evaluation forms (providing feedback at the panel to the AVA), providing 
institution quality audits, discussions with tutors/development workers, questionnaires 
administered by the providing institution, and submission documents. Initially, all of these data 
referred to a single Access Course chosen to be typical within an AVAs portfolio of recognised 
Access Courses. The AVA chosen was the then London Open College Federation (LOCF) (now 
reformed as the London Open College Network (LOCN)). Guidance relating to course and AVA 
selection was provided by the project Advisory Group (see Appendix 2 for details of the group). 
4.3 The costs and benefits 
The quality assurance procedures had effects on a number of what Harvey and Green (1993) 
referred to as 'actors' or 'stakeholders. The extent or impact of the effect varied according to 
the stakeholder's involvement with the Access Course. Generally, however, stakeholders 
affected included: 
Higher education Institutions; 
Students on the Access Course; 
Staff teaching on the Access Course; 
The Access Course providing institution; 
Panel/recognition meeting members (those excluded from the above groups); and 
Funderstsponsors of the Access Course (e. g. govemmenttthe taxpayer). 
From the pilot case study there emerged various cost-benefit areas, all of which were 
connected with, or were a direct result of, the validation/recognition procedures detailed in 
Chapter 1. 
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Certain of the factors listed in Table 4: 1 had different definitions and effects dependant upon 
the stakeholder concerned. For example, a student interpreted 'funding' as a grant covering 
their fees. For a providing institution it was interpreted as a predetermined amount receivable 
per student enrolled on a particular programme of course of study. However, some 
stakeholders felt that Access students drew more heavily on the providing institutions resources 
than more traditional students (such as A level), and as a result drew more heavily on the 
funding element. 
Costs Benefits 
Development costs Funding 
Validation costs Additional student numbers 
Review costs Esteem 
Better links between HE and FE 
Staff development/curriculum development 
Progression 
Table 4: 1 Initial costs and benefits 
- 
providing institution 
From discussions and interviews, which took place during the pilot stage of the project, it was 
possible to construct the following diagrammatical representations of costs and benefits (Figure 
4: 1 and Figure 4: 2). These, primarily, related to the Access Course providing institution. 
However, they were developed for use as a framework for discussion with other 
actors/stakeholders and essentially constituted a form of interview schedule. 
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Management (admin + 
supervision etc) 
Teaching + preparation etc 
COSTS 
qIV 
Staff Technical Support (admin. etc) 
Resourcing 
Rooms 
Course provision 
Equipment 
'6 
: 
Overheads 
Books/Stationery 
Could also include an element for 
creche facilities, open leaming 
centre, student counselling, staff 
development and appraisal 
(including time spent by staff at 
other panel meetings). 
L 
Heating 
k Review 
Lighting (moderation, I 
course team 
] 
Telephone/Postage/Fax 
review) 
- 
AVA recognition, 
Maintenance (cleaning etc) 
registration, 
membership 
Modules (staff time) 
Develonment Documant nrnriunfinn 
Amendments to doc. (staff time) 
Course submission Panel Meeting Staff at panel (time) 
Meeting room 
Catering 
Additional resourcing* Computing? 
Books? 
Staff? 
Tutorial time? 
* as a result/requirement of recognition 
I-IgUre 4: 7 (; Osts associated with Access Course provision 
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BENEFITS Per student as a direct result of 
validation/recognition 
Funding 
Networking 
Staff development 
Improvement of other (college) OA 
systems 
Marketing/recruitment 
Cuniculurn development 
With HE institutions 
With FE institutions 
With other'actors' 
involved with Access 
Tree'staff development 
activities offered by AVA 
Development (through 
attending panels) of sWills 
to present a course 
resulting in more efficient 
use of staff time 
Input from panel 
members/suggestions made whilst 
at panel may facilitate 
improvement of other programmes 
Improved student performance as 
a result of the QA processes 
Improved student progression to 
HE (as HE has close links with 
Access course provision) 
Increase In number of students 
recruited 
As a result of the 'peer group 
review process'(from external 
people, as well as those actively 
Involved In teaching on the course) 
Figure 4: 2 Benefits associated with Access Course provision 
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Costs 
Development costs 
Costs under this heading were those that emerged whilst preparing the course for 
validation. They included time spent by the Access tutor writing a course document for 
submission and time spent by others from the Access Course providing institution in 
the development of the course. 
Validation costs 
These were identified as those costs necessary for recognition within the National 
Framework, and also for funding. They included costs incurred in the validation 
process, such as the room used for validation, heating, lighting, refreshments etc. Also, 
initially grouped under this heading were the costs associated with AVA membership. 
Review costs 
These included the costs incurred whilst carrying out the review activities (the review 
activity costs of the validating agency were covered by their membership fee and so 
were not included separately here in the first instance). Costs were based on time spent 
by members of staff in preparation for and during the annual course review. Student 
feedback costs were also included here 
- 
consisting of the time spent distributing and 
analysing questionnaires. 
Benefits 
Funding 
A direct result of the Access Course complying with the AVA initiated quality assurance 
mechanisms, and thereby achieving kitemark status, was that it then became eligible 
for funding from the FEFC. Although the funding element received would be used to 
cover the provision costs of the Access Course, the element was nevertheless 
considered a benefit as it was an input into an emerging cost-benefit model defined by 
those with whom discussions and interviews had been held. The cost/benefit model and 
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its operating environment are detailed further in section 4.5 
- 
Assessing the costs and 
benefits. Included within the environment of the model was the notion that the funding 
element was additionally a transfer payment and appeared as a cost elsewhere - such 
as a cost to society/the taxpayer. Some studies referred to the focus of the cost-benefit 
work in this way as an examination of 'local' as opposed to 'national' or 'global' costs 
and benefits. Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education discussed this issue and 
provided examples of where this had been used. 
Additional student numbers 
The national recognition procedures were designed to improve the status and currency 
of the Access Course and assure their quality and thus be more attractive to non- 
traditional learners 
- 
with a beneficial consequence that numbers would increase. To 
calculate the extra numbers of learners generated by the recognised Access Course it 
was suggested by members of the Advisory Group to the research, that a comparison 
should be made between a course that had been through the AVA recognition 
requirements, and one that operated outside the National Framework. This benefit 
would accrue to the providing institution and would take the form of additional funding. 
However, no programme of study comparable to an Access Course existed outside of 
the National Framework, which made calculations under this benefit factor problematic. 
Esteem 
This factor was identified as the value to the staff of their increased 
confidence/satisfaction and status in the providing institution when a course with which 
they were associated was recognised. This esteem factor may also have been of 
beneficial value to the providing institution. 
Better links between HE and FE 
Respondents considered this benefit, in the pilot work, to be of great importance. Not 
only did it allow higher education institutions to influence Access Courses for the 
benefit of their own institutional requirements (through their involvement in the quality 
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assurance arrangements), but it also enabled FE (providing institutions) to secure 
better/more higher education opportunities for their students. 
Staff developmentIcurTiculum development 
Many respondents considered these to be the most important areas affected by the 
quality assurance mechanisms as through these the student ultimately benefited 
through increased performance and progression. 
Progression for students 
This was expressed as progression to higher education or employment. Possible 
methods of measurement included the enhanced income post-Access (for immediate 
employment), or the enhanced income post-higher education. 
This general framework of factors proved extremely valuable as it highlighted problem areas in 
the work such as the difficulty or impossibility of measuring some, essentially qualitative, 
factors (a mechanism for incorporating qualitative factors in a quantitative model is discussed 
later in this chapter (4.5 Assessing the costs and benefits) 
- 
where a measure of 'value' had 
been attached to participation in the Access Course validation/recognition process). It also 
facilitated lively debate among those involved and allowed a more focused approach to be 
adopted following these exploratory early steps. By conducting fieldwork focused initially on 
one course and then analysing it with others, the study could be redirected, extended and/or 
restricted as appropriate to the findings of the fieldwork. Maintaining this approach, whereby 
each stage of the project was influenced by the experience of the previous stage, allowed the 
work to be flexible enough to accommodate the policy and practical changes that emerged 
over the period of the study and was a major strength of the approach. 
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4.4 The main study 
By using an iterative approach in selection of case study courses and in the development of the 
model a greater texture of reality (Stenhouse, 1979) was achieved. Extensive detail in one 
case study led to a request for the same amount of detail in another. Likewise, detailed benefit 
and cost data within the model for one case study led to the same level of detail in another. As 
a result, different methods of calculating charges for services etc. were accommodated in the 
model. Challenges to the basis of calculation in one case study strengthened the model as this 
led to a re-consideration of calculations in other cases. 
In studies of almost any kind ' 
... 
the choices to be made are almost innumerable' (Cronbach, 
1988: 4) and in order to determine focal points within the work many sources were consulted. 
These ranged from discussions with the various actors involved in Access 
- 
such as 
representatives from AVAs, Higher Education Quality Council, Access students, tutors, and 
writers on Access 
- 
to a search of the available literature on Access. 
Having established Access Courses to be appropriate 'vehicles' through which the quality 
assurance processes of AVAs could be examined, a suitable method of selecting case studies 
was required. In order to produce a model capable of wider and more general application, a 
wide variety of courses were required for selection. During the pilot stage there were over 800 
recognised Access Courses in England, Wales and Northern Ireland validated by 
approximately 37 AVAs, although as a result of mergers this number was reduced to 34 AVAs 
and substantially more Access Course programmes (Universities Central Admissions Service, 
1999). Clear patterns in the quality assurance arrangements made the use of a small sample 
suitable and the preliminary pilot work indicated that four courses or programmes kitemarked 
by three different AVAs would provide sufficient breadth to fully explore the cost and benefits of 
the quality assurance processes. 
Three AVAs were selected with consideration given to the various factors mentioned earlier in 
the pilot study (size, geography, catchment area, location, structure, whether it had Open 
64 
College Network status, administrative methods). Two of the AVAs (London Open College 
Network and West and North Yorkshire Access Network3) had commonalities in structure, size, 
method of operation, and the way in which fees or costs were distributed or charged 
- 
although 
they operated in different geographical locations with unique histories. London Open College 
Network (LOCN) had always been an Open College organisation and West and North Yorkshire 
Access Network (W&NYAN) moved toward that status. The third AVA, Hertfordshire Access 
Consortium, was chosen as a contrast to the previous two as its structure differed i. e. it was 
dominated by one HEI and had fewer member organisations. Additionally, it was not part of the 
Open College Network, and its fees/charges were paid forin kind' by the provision of services 
of its member institutions. 
London Open Collew Network (LOCN) 
London Open College Network was a member of the National Open College Network 
and provided an extensive range of quality assurance and support services to its 
member institutions. The agency was involved, therefore, in accrediting adult learning 
at all levels and in a variety of settings, including Access to higher education 
programmes. LOCN had established its formal status as a Company Limited by 
Guarantee, with full charitable status, being a partnership of adult, further and higher 
education institutions, together with voluntary organisations, employers and LEAs. The 
agency's work included validation of Access programmes, providing learners with an 
Access certificate and Open College credits; it ensured quality assurance through 
National Open College Network (NOCN) standard processes, and it offered flexible 
opportunities through credit accumulation and transfer. LOCN built on the experience 
of Access provision in inner London, dating from 1975 and developed to promote 
equality of educational opportunities for adults' under-represented in higher education. 
The number of Access programmes in London at the time was considerable, both 
'kitemarked' courses and those 'in the pipeline'. In 1994 (when the research began), the 
Register of Access Courses identified 99 Access to HE programmes kitemarked by 
Now reformed as the West and North Yorkshire Open College Network. 
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LOCN (Higher Education Quality Council, 1994). In 1996/97 that number had increased 
to 1704. 
West and North Yorkshire Access Network (W&NYA 
In 1993 West and North Yorkshire Access Network became an Open College Network 
- 
which allowed Access programmes and other types of credit-based provision to be 
recognised within one organisation. As a member of the National Open College 
Network (NOCN), this AVA operated standard structures and processes for 
accreditation of all kinds of adult learning, including Access to higher education 
programmes. W&NYAN's existing Access Courses had been validated under the AVA's 
previous arrangements and these courses were adjusted to NOCN conventions when 
they came forward for their scheduled renewal of approval (Higher Education Quality 
Council, 1994). 
Herffordshire Access Consortium (HACI 
Hertfordshire Access Consortium was formed from a collaborative network of the 
University of Hertfordshire and local further education provider colleges. One of its 
aims was to promote the development and improvement of Access Courses and to 
operate as a validating agency, providing an assurance of course quality and 
overseeing processes of course monitoring and evaluation. It sought to increase the 
take-up of higher education opportunities by those who had benefited least from 
previously available provision. During the research, HAC held discussions with 
Buckinghamshire OCN with a view to a possible partnership (Higher Education Quality 
Council, 1994) but this merger did not take place. 
As the number of courses for study was relatively small it was important that they should be as 
diverse as possible in terms of delivery, content, structure, progression routes (into and out of 
the programme), size, targeting policy and so on. This would ensure the model could be 
relevant and applied to many differing scenarios. 
4 Personal communication between the researcher and Ros Wilson, Access Course 
Development Officer, LOCN (August 1997) 
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The research concentrated on full-time courses, as at the time that was the dominant model of 
Access Course provision. Nevertheless in keeping with the desire to create a model with wider 
application it was anticipated that future development might enable variations arising from part- 
time courses to be incorporated into the model. 
Instructive in the selection of the first three courses was the 'Access Courses Database' 
developed by the Department of Continuing Education at City University (now administered by 
Universities Central Admissions Service) which provided data on course content, delivery, 
structure, size, and site of delivery. Also, the database provided information on when the 
course under examination had been validated and timetabled for re-validation (approximately 
every five years, although this differed slightly from AVA to AVA). This therefore enabled a re- 
validated course to be incorporated into the work, alongside courses being validated for the first 
time. 
4.4.1 The chosen courses 
Because the researchers background had been in the business/technology sphere, three of the 
chosen case study courses had strong elements of these factors within them. This allowed the 
researcher to utilise his understanding of the disciplinary quality assurance issues involved with 
such provision. However, this presented a danger in that the model could become weighted 
towards certain Access Course types. To compensate this perceived weakness a large multi- 
modular, science-focused, course was chosen to challenge the model. In addition, it was the 
quality assurance activities of the AVA that were examined rather than those of the course 
itself. Therefore, as the course was only the vehicle for the study, the discipline of the course 
was less significant. 
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The four courses chosen were: 
A large multi-modular Access programme 
- 
examining the costs and benefits of West 
and North Yorkshire Access Network's quality assurance processes 
2. An Access to Information Technology programme 
- 
examining the costs and benefits of 
West and North Yorkshire Access Network's quality assurance processes 
3. An Access to Business Studies programme 
- 
examining the costs and benefits of 
London Open College NetworWs quality assurance processes 
4. An Access to Commerce programme 
- 
examining the costs and benefits of 
Hertfordshire Access Consortium 
4.4.2 Methods of observation/acquiring the data 
Cohen & Manion (1992: 125) stated that: Matever the problem or the approach, at the heart 
of every case study lies a method of observation 
... 
(there are) two principle types of 
observation 
- 
participant observation and non-participant observation. ' 
Participant observation affords a deeper understanding of the subject under examination and 
may be demanding in terms of resources (for example time), whereas non-participant 
observation allows a non-integrated, perhaps more objective, approach to emerge. Again, in 
order to tap the rich advantages of either approach this work combined the two methods 
- 
in a 
participative way the researcher was involved in the panel process as a panelist, scribe and 
Chair, and in a non-participative way the researcher merely 'observed' the effect of a quality 
assurance process of the AVA on the course by examining course and validation literature, 
visiting providing institutions, and consulting with staff/students. 
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In addition to the primary data obtained from participants in the project, various sources of 
secondary data, in particular panel evaluation forms, were also consulted. Interviews with 
representatives of the Higher Education Quality Council also provided useful and informative 
data, as did published material on evaluating the national framework for the recognition of 
Access Courses (Davies & Parry, 1993; Parry, 1995). Privileged access was provided by 
HEQC to examine the responses made by various education institutions to HEQC's proposed 
withdrawal, in 1996, from the National Framework for the recognition of Access Courses. This 
material informed the research but for confidentiality reasons was not available for quotation or 
direct reference. Nevertheless, the wide number and variety of data sources facilitated a 
process whereby information gained from one source could be checked and validated by 
another. 
Following the selection of courses, through close collaboration with the AVAs, the method of 
observation for each case study took the following shape: 
Course observation 
The researcher attended the course panel meeting of the case study course. This afforded 
familiarity with the practicalities of the recognition/validation procedures of the AVA, allowed 
participation in the procedure itself, and provided contact with the course representative to 
explain the research. This personal approach to selection of courses was considered 
successful as on no occasion did the course representative decline the opportunity to be 
involved in the work. As the panel/recognition meetings were busy affairs it was important not 
to take up too much of the course representative's time. Therefore a follow-up meeting was 
arranged, for a later date, to discuss the project further with an outline of the project work5 
provided in advance. 
The 'follow up' meeting was set approximately two weeks after the panel meeting (so that the 
project details/discussion at the panel meeting were still fresh in the course representative's 
5 See Appendix 3. 
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mind) to discuss the research more fully and to establish, and begin assessment of the costs 
and benefits of the quality assurance processes as they applied to the course. 
Panel evaluation forms 
With all of the AVAs participating in the research some form of panel evaluation took place. In 
the two larger AVAs (London Open College Network (LOCN) and West and North Yorkshire 
Access Network (W&NYAN)) this feedback took the form of 'evaluation sheets' distributed at 
the beginning of the panel, and completed and returned to the AVA officer following the panel. 
These provided a rich source of information regarding the panel members' thoughts on the 
panel process itself. However, these evaluations were designed to measure the effectiveness 
of achieving the panel's objectives rather than directly with individual costs and benefits. 
Nevertheless, it was possible to analyse evaluation sheets from one of the AVAs (W&NYAN) to 
compare the responses of those panel members who had attended panel meetings before with 
those who had not, and from this some measure of benefit to individuals of attending the panel 
was determined. 
The evaluation sheets covered a wide variety of courses and participants from higher 
education, further education and the voluntary sector. However, only those relating to Access 
Courses were analysed here. From W&NYAN 68 evaluation sheets were analysed from Access 
Course panels throughout 1994,1995 and a limited number from 1996. 
4.5 Assessing the costs and benefits 
Initially a comprehensive list of costs and benefits 
- 
including direct and indirect, and 
opportunity costs 
- 
was produced and these related to a comprehensive list of actors and 
stakeholders. This built on those factors established in the pilot work detailed earlier in this 
chapter. Within this 'framework' for assessing the costs and benefits were sub-groups of 
direct/indirect costs and benefits, and 'opportunity costs'. It was found that compartmentalising 
the work in this way facilitated a comprehensive debate of the costs and benefits with all the 
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'actors' or organisations involved/affected by the quality assurance processes. Initially this 
resulted in the representation of the costs and benefits to the various 'actors' as displayed in 
Table 4: 2. 
Higher Education Institution 
Cost factors 
" 
AVA membership 
" 
Sending staff to panel meetings 
" 
Sending staff on moderation duties 
Benefit factors 
" 
Funding from Access students entering their programme 
" 
Influence on Access Course development 
Students enrolled on the Access Course 
Cost factors 
* Time commitment to quality assurance activities such as feedback 
Benefit factors 
" 
Increased confidence 
" 
Increased earnings following graduation 
Staff teaching on the Access Course 
Cost factors 
" 
Time commitment at panel meetings 
" 
Moderation activities 
" 
Course development/review activities 
Benefit factors 
" 
Use of quality assurance processes as a lever for more resources for their Access 
programmes 
" 
Curriculum development through attending other panels/moderation activities 
" 
Staff development through attending training sessions organised by their AVA 
Pane I/recogn ition meeting members (those not included in the above groups) 
Cost factors 
" 
Time commitment at panel 
" 
Moderation activities 
Benefit factors 
" 
Curriculum development for their own programmes 
" 
Staff development (e. g. how to present courses for recognition, the politics of Access) 
" 
Access students progressing to their programmes/institutions 
Funders/sponsors 
Cost factors 
* Funding 
Benefit factors 
Better trained workforce 
Fewer unemployed (as they are either on the Access Course, Higher Education course or 
in employment 
Table 4: 2 Costs and benefits to individual actorslorganisations 
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The model focused on the three key groups of potential users/stakeholders in the system 
- 
students, Access Course providing institutions and HEls. Others, such as employers, were 
excluded from the core model to ensure that the more diffuse costs and benefits did not 
obscure the central issues for direct users (this is common practice and is discussed in the 
example cost-benefit studies in Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education). Figure 4: 3 shows a 
visual representation of the environment of the model. Factors were included if costs and 
benefits were within the parameters of the core model (i. e. they directly affected one of the 
three key stakeholders). 
Government 
Taxpayers 
Higher Education Further Education 
Students 
Em-ployers 
Environment of the model 
Environment external to the model 
Figure 4: 3 The Model within the environment 
The pilot work confirmed that costs and benefits could be split into three groups-, 
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I. quantitative costs and benefits 
- 
those which are usually expressed in monetary terms 
such as funding and certification costs; 
2. costs and benefits capable of quantification 
- 
such as time spent at the panel; and 
3. costs and benefits that were essentially qualitative 
- 
such as the influence on Access 
Course development for a HE institution. 
In addition, Armstrong's (1993) six-stage procedure for conducting cost-benefit analyses (as 
detailed in Chapter 3) provided assistance with the identification and assessment of cost and 
benefit factors. 
As the majority of factors indicated in the early work were either'capable of being quantified' or 
'essentially qualitative' (very few were 'straightforward' quantitative exercises), data gathering 
techniques were used that allowed these to be assessed. One of the most useful methods for 
framing responses for possible further investigation and more specific analysis was via a 
survey that asked specific questions but also allowed for free-flowing responses (Cohen & 
Manion, 1992). Questionnaires were used to obtain views on costs and benefits from some 
actors, and in-depth interviews were conducted with key informants that focused on the major 
issues as they emerged through the preliminary work from the perspectives of the different 
actors i. e. students, lecturers and managers in providing institutions, and HE. The details of 
these data are set out below in 4.5.1 (students), 4.5.2 (providing institution) and 4.5.3 (higher 
education institutions). 
4.5.1 Students 
To gain insight as to the perceptions and understandings of the students in the case study 
courses, a questionnaire was developed that sought data on general quality assurance issues 
involved in Access (see Appendix 4). These included questions regarding age, ethnicity, 
gender, facilities available (such as cr6che, a 'study' or 'base' room), tutorial support, and 
resources available. The questionnaire then went on to ask questions designed to generate 
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more qualitative responses; such as asking the respondents to list, in order of importance, first 
the 'costs' of doing the Access Course, and then the 'outcomes/benefits' of doing the course. 
The responses generated were then coded or 'classified' into groups to produce a ranking of 
costs and benefits, as viewed by the students, within the model. Green et al (1993) had been 
instructive in their approach to coding qualitative responses with work carried out at the 
University of Central England examining student satisfaction. This work classified or grouped 
factors into cost-benefit areas such as 'financially rewarding', 'confidence building', and lime 
consuming'. 
All of the factors listed by the students related to the course and not the quality assurance 
processes 
- 
as the students had very little, if any, involvement with them. Where they did, it 
involved feeding back their impressions of the course to the Access Course moderator during 
one of their visits. Generally, this involvement in the quality assurance processes was not 
recognised as such by the students. It appeared, to them, to be part of the course and they had 
difficulty recognising the distinction between the course and its quality assurance processes. 
As some of the data required in the questionnaire was personal and/or sensitive in nature, there 
was a cover sheet attached to the document outlining that any information given would be 
treated with the strictest of confidence and only used for the research work stated (Bell, 1992). 
Also, to show that there was be some reward or 'pay off (Preedy & Riches, 1985) the 
questionnaire stated that the results of the work would be available to the students and an 
address was provided where requests for further information on the work could be made. 
In order to achieve a high return of questionnaires they were administered 'in person' by visiting 
the providing institution (through arrangement with the course tutor), introducing the work to the 
group, and handing out the questionnaires. Also, whilst the students completed the documents, 
the researcher had been available to answer any questions on the work. This technique 
resulted in a response of over 70% for all the courses studied. However, the questionnaires 
were typically administered towards the end of the course so 'non-com pleters' (who were not in 
attendance) did not have an opportunity to express their views. This may have had implications 
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for the validity of this part of the work as it was unknown whether those who failed to complete 
the questionnaires would have given the same answers as those who did (Belson, 1986). 
Although, the questionnaire sought general views from the students concerning quality 
assurance issues there was a danger that the views of 'non-com plete rs' would not be 
incorporated, therefore attempts were made, through liaison with course tutors, for the 
questionnaire to be forwarded to these students. The questionnaires were designed and 
administered during the early stages of the research and provided data on student background, 
programme of study and views on Access Courses. This data also informed the identification of 
other cost-benefit factors as a section of the questionnaire focused on the students' perceived 
costs and benefits associated with the Access Course. 
Analysis of the questionnaire was made using the database package Paradox to conduct 
frequency counts on specific age-ranges, gender, ethnicity, and also to code/classify the 
qualitative responses in some way by conducting a form of content analysistword search where 
key phrases were identified. 
The benefits of the external quality assurance mechanisms were difficult to ascertain for the 
students because they were invisible to them most of the time. A cost factor most often 
mentioned was the time commitment required for studying the course, and an often-mentioned 
benefit factor was the acquisition of useful study skills. It was interesting to note that when 
asked to list costs and benefits associated with the Access Course, the students surveyed listed 
far more benefits than costs. 
Essentially, the key variable within the student area of the model was the proportion of the 
eventual earnings figure attributable to the Access Course's quality assurance mechanisms. It 
appeared that there was a chain of causation between the earnings potential of the Access 
student and the quality assurance mechanisms. Typically, earnings are dictated by the level of 
education an individual undergoes (Hough, 1994; Denison, 1964) 
-the higher the level of study 
and qualification equates to a greater earnings potential. Therefore it was reasonable to argue 
that a greater proportion of eventual earnings for an Access student should be ascribed to the 
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degree programme they subsequently undergo (60% to 80%). However, had the traditional 
Access student not studied on an Access programme, they would have had no other route into 
higher education and subsequent graduate employment. There was a chain of causation, 
therefore, between eventual graduate earnings and the quality assurance mechanisms of the 
AVA (see Figure 4: 4 below). It was reasonable to argue that: (a) if it were not for the quality 
assurance mechanisms the Access course would not have been a validated programme and, 
as a result, would not have secured eligibility for entry to higher education; and (b) the quality 
assurance mechanisms of the AVA added more value to the Access Course than internal 
(college-based) quality assurance mechanisms. The factors of the external (AVA-initiated) 
quality assurance mechanisms which added value to the Access Course included staff and 
curriculum development activities provided by the AVA, networking opportunities, transparent 
validating procedures, and external moderator expertise/objectivity. 
It was important to note that during the mid-1 990s (the period in which the model was based), 
quality assurance mechanisms within Access Course providing institutions were not as 
advanced as they are now. As a response to the move away from an inspectodal approach to 
assuring quality, many colleges were in the initial stages of developing their own systems for 
assudng quality. Thus at the time, for most colleges, the benefits of quality assurance dedved 
almost entirely from the AVA. 
Graduate 
employment e. g. C20,000 
Access Course (60% of earnIngs 
attributable to the Degree prograrmne 
e. g. E9,600) 
Degree 
progranvne (80% of graduate earnings 
e. g. E16,000) 
Quality assurance mechanisms (60% 
of graduate earnings attributable to 
the Access Course 
e. g. E6,760) 
Figure 4: 4 The quality assurance chain of causation 
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The percentage of the graduate earnings figure within the model ascribed to the quality 
assurance mechanisms was based upon the following. Of the eventual graduate earnings 
figure, 80% had been ascribed to the degree programme undertaken by the student. Elsewhere 
within this chapter it has been stated that the percentage of eventual earnings attributable to 
education undergone (usually focusing on degree-level education) should be between 60% and 
80% (Hough, 1994; Denison, 1964). The higher part of this scale had been used within the 
model, as the financial benefit of a degree programme was likely to be greater for non- 
traditional learners than those who have studied and progressed through a more traditional 
approach. For example, more traditional students were more likely to achieve 'graduate-type' 
earnings without a degree than less-traditional students 
- 
who were typically employed in low 
status, less professional work. However, this variable could be changed within the model as 
more detailed data became available on progression routes and earnings potential for non- 
traditional learners. For instance, the figure in the model could be adjusted to reflect regional 
differences, ethnicity and gender of the learner. 
An alternative approach was to argue that 80% of the graduate earnings figure should have 
been ascribed to the student having studied the Access course itself 
- 
because the learner 
would not have entered onto the degree programme without it. However, the literature on 
progression of Access students onto degree programmes indicated most Access students 
progressed onto social sciences programmes of study at degree level (Davies, 1994). The 
majority of this provision was offered by the post-1992 universities who had less strict entry 
requirements than the 'old', pre-1992, universities and had historically enrolled applicants 
without traditional qualifications. Therefore it was possible for applicants without Access 
Certificates to enter a degree-level programme and progress to graduate employment. In 
consideration of these factors, 60% of the graduate earnings figure attributable to the degree 
programme had been ascribed to the Access Course within the model. 
When considering the beneficial effects of the quality assurance mechanisms, other factors 
became important. For example, it may have been possible for an Access Course to have had 
strong links with a local higher education institution, thereby mitigating the value of the external 
quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
although had the Access student from a particular Access 
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Course gone elsewhere following completion of the Access Course, then the 'national currency' 
of the extemal quality assurance mechanisms would have been more valuable. Given this, a 
sizeable percentage of graduate eamings were ascribed to the Access Courses external quality 
assurance mechanisms. For the purposes of the model a mid-range figure was used (60% of 
that figure ascHbed to the Access Course itself) to reflect the impact of the Access Courses 
extemal quality assurance mechanisms upon the eventual eamings of the student. The effect 
upon the model of using a lower figure is discussed in Chapter 5: Findings. 
4.5.2 Providing institution 
From the interviews there emerged some 'base' costs and benefits common to all providing 
institutions and additional local factors. These focused around the factors resulting from the 
validation/recognition of the Access Course and were explored through secondary data sources 
such as panel reports, moderation reports, and feedback on AVA forums/open days. 
A key purpose of the interviews was to require stakeholders to distinguish between the costs 
and benefits of the quality assurance mechanisms and those of the course (which the students 
had been unable to do). Three key factors emerged: recruitment, retention and progression of 
students, all of which in principle should be improved through the quality assurance process. 
However, the effect was always mediated by staff and therefore the difference in staff 
behaviour and performance which resulted from their involvement in the quality assurance 
arrangements was critical and dependant on two issues: the prior experience of the staff 
involved and the maturity of their institutions own quality assurance mechanisms. Four 
scenarios were identified: 
1. experienced staff working with new institutional quality assurance mechanisms; 
2. inexperienced staff working with new institutional quality assurance mechanisms; 
3. experienced staff working with established quality assurance mechanisms; 
4. inexperienced staff working with established quality assurance mechanisms. 
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The scenarios, displayed in Figure 4: 5, below indicate that the most benefit would be gained 
from scenario 2 (new quality assurance mechanisms and inexperienced staff), and the least in 
scenario 4 (established quality assurance mechanisms and experienced stafo. 
Experienced staff 
An established 4 A new institutional institutional 
quality 10. quality 
assurance assurance 
mechanism mechanism 
32 
Inexper iced staff 
Figure 4: 5 Benefit of external quality assurance mechanisms 
Key actors in further education (Access Course managers, those knowledgeable in funding 
matters, Co-ordinators) were consulted to determine appropriate percentage figures for each of 
the four scenarios and to ensure that the figures used, while problematic, were nevertheless 
reasonable to those working in the field. These figures were then applied to the model (see 
Chapter 5: Findings). 
Analysis of the panel evaluation forms highlighted that staff/cuniculum development benefit 
was highest following initial involvement 
- 
that was during the first panel of 4-5 hours duration 
- 
and began to plateau with subsequent 'exposure' to the panel processes6. It therefore seemed 
6 Itwas noted that panel evaluation forms focused primarily on the panel process (identified earlier, in Chapter 1- Access education, as one of the three quality assurance areas covered by the AVA). 
Therefore data gathered from them was tested for reasonableness in interviews. 
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reasonable to argue that the external quality assurance processes had a limited 'shelf life' as at 
some point these mechanisms had little or no additional effect on staff and/or curriculum 
improvement and therefore on recruitment, retention and progression. As a result other benefits 
would also 'tail/level off. For example, Access Course tutors who acted as panel members not 
only provided benefits to the course being proposed but also gained benefits in terms of their 
own professional development, networking opportunities, and the development of the 
curriculum of their other courses. Applied to the four scenarios outlined above the benefit was 
likely to be greatest in scenario 2 (i. e. for staff with the least experience) and least in scenario 4 
(i. e. for staff with the most experience). This issue was also put to key actors in the field to 
determine optimum levels of exposure and then incorporated into the model (see Chapter 5: 
Findings). 
4.5.3 Higher education 
Higher education institutions involved with the external quality assurance mechanisms 
benefited in areas highlighted during the pilot work. These were: 
I. recruitment onto their own programmes; 
2. professional development of their own staff; 
3. mobilising evidence to demonstrate their commitment to widening participation7; 
4. influence on development of Access programmes; 
5. networking opportunities; and 
6. influence on retentionlachievement rates. 
7 Some studies (Dearing, 1997; Kennedy, 1997; Fryer, 1997) have assisted funding bodies, through 
recommendations made, to target funding on programmes of study aimed at widening participation. 
As a result this benefit area may become more valuable to institutions in the future. 
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Of the above benefit areas, recruitment generated the most comment. Some queried the value 
of involvement in the external quality assurance mechanisms upon recruitment onto a 
particular higher education institution's programmes. The argument that involvement in the 
quality assurance activities reduced the necessity to conduct pre-entry interviews had been 
countered by the argument that very few students were actually interviewed for places on 
programmes of study at higher education institutions (Thompson, 1997). A further complication 
identified by respondents was the fact that some Access students might have gone to the 
higher education institution involved in the Access Course's external quality assurance 
activities irrespective of that involvement. However, in all the case study courses concerned 
the involvement of the HE actor included appointing a moderator to the Access course who 
liaised with the providing institution, met with the students and explained typical courses 
available in higher education institutions. The persuasive nature of this involvement assisted in 
recruiting onto programmes of study offered by the HE actor. In addition, other factors helped 
determine the number of Access students from the case study courses enrolled onto 
programmes offered by the HE actor. These were: 
the availability of other local choices where mature learners could reasonably progress; 
and 
2. other HE-type courses available in further education institutions (such as Higher 
National Diplomas (HNDs) and franchised degree programmes). 
As the above factors varied across the case study courses, figures have been used based on 
the specific case as understood by the key actors in the local situation. 
As with the FE providing institutions, the value of these factors depended to a greater or lesser 
degree on the higher education institutions own quality assurance processes and the level of 
experience of the staff involved. Six scenarios were identified: 
1. Staff experienced in internal (HE) quality assurance; 
Staff inexperienced in internal (HE) quality assurance; 
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3. Staff experienced in external (non-advanced) quality assurance (such as BTEC, A 
levels, Access Courses); 
4. Staff inexperienced in external (non-advanced) quality assurance; 
5. Staff inexperienced in both internal (HE) quality assurance and external (non- 
advanced) quality assurance; and 
6. Staff experienced in both internal (HE) quality assurance and external (non-advanced) 
quality assurance. 
The hypothesis tested in the field was that the level or value of benefit would be greatest in 
scenario 5 and least in scenario 6. This being the case general figures were sought from key 
actors in higher education to determine percentage figures for each of the 6 scenarios and the 
optimum level of exposure to the external quality assurance mechanisms. These figures were 
then applied to the model (see Chapter 5: Findings). 
The following section describes the model used and explains its construction and method of 
calculating costs and benefits based on the data gathered through the various methods outlined 
above. 
4.6 The model 
- 
data analysis and use 
The 'model'used in the research was constructed to reflect 'reality' (Gilbert, 1981) for the case 
study courses. Effectively this meant the results represented case study courses only. 
However, because a variety of courses were selected (see above), broad generalisations could 
be made regarding likely costs and benefits to other Access type provision. Utilising Gilbert's 
'imaginary/real world' concept, the model was based on real data from a case study course and 
had applicability in the other case study courses (Gilbert, 1981: 1-8). This was achieved 
through taking 'real'data in one case study and using it as a variable, or a factor for calculating 
a variable, in another case study where that data was unavailable or missing. In addition, 
I 
validity was added to the model as data from one context or case study course was tested for 
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reasonableness within others (Gilbert, 1981: 7). An exploratory approach such as this facilitated 
the development of a model that best fit the data. 
The cost-benefit model used had been developed from similar models used primarily in 
business to determine levels of profit/loss that would occur following specific actions by the 
decision-makers (see Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education). In keeping with these the 
model quantitatively analysed relationships between variables in terms of their cost-benefit 
implications and could similarly be used as a decision support system. A number of variables 
could be manipulated by the end-user and their effects, in terms of costs and benefits, could be 
measured and predicted (see Chapter 5: Findings). 
The model used the spreadsheet package QuattroPro 5 (DOS version) and could be used on 
any IBM compatible machine. Other popular spreadsheet packages were considered as a base 
for the model (such as Microsoft Excel, Lotus 1-2-3) but because of familiarity with the package 
and also that others provided no relevant advantages, QuattroPro was chosen. In addition, the 
calculation methods used in the model were common across the majority of commercially 
available spreadsheet packages and therefore, subject to minor modification, the model could 
be used with any of the above packages. 
The factors upon which the model was based were obtained using the various data gathering 
techniques outlined above. The model focused on the costs and benefits of three key 
stakeholders: (1) the providing institution, (2) a student; and (3) a higher education institution. 
The data for each case was based on the case study Access Course providing institution, one 
student, and one of the higher education routes taken by the students on the Access Course. 
Tables 4: 4 to 4: 6 detail the source or informant of each factor within the model. Table 4: 7 
shows the increments by which the factors were increased at relevant periods dudng the life 
span of the model including factors such as the effect on graduate eamings. Tables 4: 8,4: 9 
and 4: 10 show the costs and benefits upon which the model was based. The factors within 
these tables are relational i. e. vadables are inter-related and data changes made within these 
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tables have an effect on the final cost-benefit figures. How much of an effect would depend on 
the relative importance of the variable in question (this is discussed further in Chapter 5). 
The model has a 10-year life span which was considered a maximum time for an Access 
Course to run before complete re-working was necessary. The time span when calculating 
graduate earnings and related factors was set at 20 years to take account of the working 
lifetime for average individuals (Hough, 1994), and also in consideration of many Access 
students being mature (i. e. over 21) when embarking on the Access Course. 
4.6.1 Variable factors in the model 
This section describes the variable factors in the model and also shows the source or informant 
who provided this information for the model. Section 4.6.2 details the methods used to 
calculate the data in the case studies. 
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Providing institution factors 
Variable: Source: 
AVA membership Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/College Management 
Recognition Access Course providing institution/AVA 
Registration/Certification Access Course providing institution/AVA 
Number of staff at panel Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor 
Panel meeting room Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor/College Management 
Panel meeting catering Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor 
Hours at panel AVA 
Number of moderators AVA 
Moderators fee AVA/ Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager 
Average staffing cost per Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
hour Manager/College Management 
Number of course Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
documents Manager/Course Tutor, AVA 
Cost per document Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course Tutor 
Teaching staff Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor 
Hours spent on Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
development (teaching Manager/Course Tutor 
staff) II 
Table 4: 4 Providing institution factors 
- 
source of data 
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Variable: Source: 
Student registration fee Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor 
Administrative staff Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course Tutor 
Administrative staff cost Access Course providing institution 
- 
College Management 
perhour 
Hours spent on Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course Tutor 
development 
(Administrative staff) 
Management staff Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
Management/Course Tutor 
Management staff cost per Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
hour Management/Programme Manager 
Hours spent on Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
development (Management Management/Course Tutor 
staff) 
Student enrolments Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme 
Manager/Course Tutor 
Student completions Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course 
Tutor/Programme Manager 
Institutional staffing costs Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
Management/Programme Manager, FEFC Inspection 
Reports 
Institutional teaching hours Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
Management/Programme Manager, FEFC Inspection 
Reports 
Programme teaching hours Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course 
Tutor/Programme Manager, AVA 
Funding unit price Access Course providing institution 
- 
College 
Management/Programme Manager, FEFC publications 
Total funding units gained Access Course providing institution 
- 
Programme Manager, 
College Management 
Number of fee paying Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course 
students Tutor/Programme Manager/College Management 
Course fee amount Access Course providing institution 
- 
Course 
Tutor/Programme Manager/College Management 
Table 4: 4 Providing institution factors (continued) 
- 
source of data 
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Student factors 
Variable: Source: 
Course fees Providing institution, student 
Travel (year) Student 
Equipment (year) Student 
Cr6che Student 
Travel allowance Student, Providing institution 
Other allowances Student, Providing institution, DfEE 
Graduate earnings Association of Graduate Recruiters 
Course registration fee Student, Providing institution 
Table 4: 5 Student factors 
- 
source of data 
Higher Education factors 
Variable: Source: 
AVA membership HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
Number of representatives 
at panel 
HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
Average earnings for 
representatives 
HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator 
Time spent in preparation 
and at panel 
HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
Number of Access students 
with Access Certificate 
HEQC 
Time spent moderating Moderator(s), HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, AVA 
Students accepted to HE 
institution 
HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
Funding per student HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
Moderation fee income HE Access Co-ordinator/Tutor, Moderator, AVA 
National Framework 
operating costs 
HEQC 
Table 4: 6 Higher Education factors 
- 
source of data 
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4.6.2 Methods used to calculate the data in the case studies 
The following section describes how the variables within the model were calculated for the case 
study courses. 
All factors or variables within the model are subject to periodic (usually annual) increments in 
their value. These increments are displayed in table 4: 7 below. 
The Increment Table 
Increment Table 
AVA membership 2.5% Panel meeting catering 2.5% 
Recognition 2.5% Hours at Panel 2.5% 
Reg istration/Certif ication* 2.5% Number of moderators 0% 
Number of reps. (providing 
institution) at Panel 
2.5% Moderators fee 2.5% 
Panel meeting room 2.5% 
- 
Hours spent moderating 2.5% 
Average staff earnings (p. a. ) 2.5% Average staffing cost per hour 
(providing institution) 
2.5% 
Number of course documents 2.5% Administrative staff 2.5% 
- 
Cost per document 2.5% 
- 
Administrative cost per hour 2.5% 
Teaching staff 2.5% 
- 
Hours spent on development 2.5% 
-Hours spent on development 2.5% Management staff 2.5% 
Student registration fee 2.5% 
- 
Management staff cost per hour 2.5% 
Student enrolments 2.5% 
- 
Hours spent on development 2.5% 
Student completions 2.5% Funding unit price 2.5% 
Institutional staffing costs (p. a. ) 2.5% Funding units gained 2.5% 
Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ) 2.5% Number of fee paying students 0% 
Programme teaching hours 0% Course fee amount 0% 
Graduate earnings 2.5% HE funding 2.5% 
NPV factor 10% HE reps. at Panel 0% 
% of Access Course earnings 
attributable to ext quality assurance 
60% HE reps. Earnings per hour 2.5% 
% of graduate earnings attributable 
to Access Course 
60% Students accepted to HE institution 0% 
I Access students with Certificate 2.5% National Framework operating 
costs 
2.5% I 
Table 4: 7 Increment table 
- 
Case A *per student 
This table forms part of the Decision Support System. It was intended that a user would input 
increment figures based on their own institutional data. The table below provides increment 
figures for the variables in the model. Most variables were calculated on yearly increments over 
10 years. The graduate earnings variable was calculated over 20 years. It began in year 5 of 
the model, as this was the first year following graduation from a degree programme. Validation 
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panel meeting variables such as panel meeting catering and hours at the panel meeting were 
assigned an increment figure every 5 years, as this was when re-validation of the Access 
Course usually occurred. 
Almost all variables in the model were assigned increment figures of 2.5% to reflect inflationary 
effects on variables. The following variables were not assigned increment figures as it was 
assumed (given information provided by providing institutions, AVAs and HE institutions) that 
these remained fairly static over the lifetime of the model: 
Programme teaching hours 
Number of moderators assigned to the Access Course 
Number of fee paying students 
Course fee amount 
Students accepted to the HE institution 
Graduate earnings were assigned a higher increment figure to reflect the increased earnings 
potential of graduates. It was suggested to the author, and the literature confirmed this, that 
earnings could be as result of various factors. Therefore graduate earnings attributable to the 
Access Course and the quality assurance mechanisms of the Access Course were set at 60% 
of graduate earnings and 60% of that given to the Access Course. These figures were verified 
as reasonable estimates as to the worth of the Access Course and its quality assurance 
mechanisms by providing institutions and HE representatives. Factors within the model were 
calculated every year or re-validation up to the appropriate 10 or 20 year life span. As all of the 
case study courses were held as being validated every 5 years calculations were made in year 
1 and in year 6. 
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Providing Institution factors 
Table 4: 8 shows how the providing institution factors were set out in the computer model. 
These were the variables required to calculate the net benefit for the providing institution of the 
Access Course and the external (AVA) quality assurance mechanisms. 
Providing Institution Factors 
Validation / recognition / moderation 
AVA membership F- 0 Panel meeting catering E75 
Recognition E500 Hours at panel 5 
Registration / certification* E33 Number of moderators 3 
Number present at panel 12 Moderators fee El 50 
Panel meeting room EO Average staff cost/hr** E80 
Course development 
Administrative staff 1 
Number of course documents 15 
- 
Admin. cost per hour E6 
- 
Cost per document E2 
- 
Hours spent on development 10 
Teaching staff 12 Management staff 4 
- 
Hours spent on development 8.5 Management cost/hr E80 
Funding 
Student enrolments 45 Funding unit price F-2 
Student completions 38 Total funding units gained 3800 
Institutional staffing costs (p. a. ) E12m Number of fee paying students 0 
Institutional teaching hours 
(p. a. ) 
150000 Course fee amount 
I 
EO 
Programme teaching hours 799 1 institutional overhead costs E4m 
Table 4: 8 Providing institution factors 
- 
Case A *per student **per panel member 
AVA membership The charge to the providing institution for annual membership of the AVA. 
This figure was divided by the number of Access Courses of the providing institution to provide 
a membership figure per Access Course (LOCN/W&NYAN) 
- 
this could be a 'free-standing' 
Access Course or a specific route within a multi-modular programme. To facilitate 
comparability across case studies, the number of Access programmes offered by a providing 
institution consisted of the total number of Access routes offered. Therefore, in Case 'A' 
-a 
large multi-modular programme 
- 
the AVA membership amount 'assigned'to this course (taken 
from the total amount charged to the college) was greater than the amount that would have 
been assigned to a smaller single-discipline Access Course. Where no financial charge was 
made (HAC case study), the commitments required by the AVA (e. g. staff time, members of 
staff on panels) were costed out and divided by the number of Access Courses of the providing 
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institution. One of the W&NYAN case study courses was effectively not charged for 
membership as this was factored in its recognition and registration/certification costs. This 
figure had been multiplied by a yeady increment, stated in the Increment Table, over a1 0-year 
period (the Increment Table is discussed later in this chapter). 
Recognition The charge made by the AVA for the recognition event (i. e. the panel, 
development activities etc. ) 
-a fixed cash fee (LOCN/W&NYAN). This covered approximately 
5-6 hours assistance from a Development Worker of the AVA covering the development of the 
programme and feedback to course/programme tutors pre- and post panel. Where there was 
no fixed fee (HAC case study) this was costed out as the time commitment given by the 
providing institution's staff to other HAC activities. These included time given to moderating a 
course and providing a representative at another panel. This figure was multiplied by a 
percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 
years). 
Reqistration/Certification Charge made by the AVA for registering and providing certification 
for the student. The charge made was often dependent upon the 'size' of the course and the 
number of credits a student achieved if the AVA was also a member of the OCN (usually 16 
credits for an Access Certificate). This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment 
amount over a ten-year period. 
Number present at panel The number of teaching staff from the providing institution present 
at the panel meeting in addition to those teaching on the programme. These included those 
Chairing the meeting, other Access Course tutors and less experienced members of staff 
attending for staff development purposes. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment 
amount every time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Panel meeting room The charge made to the providing institution, if any, for the panel 
meeting room. Usually, this consisted of an overhead element (to cover heating, lighting, 
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maintenance) and the 'hire' rate for the room. This figure was multiplied by a percentage 
increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Panel meeting cateriffl The charge made, if any, to the providing institution for the panel 
meeting catering. Usually, this consisted of a per head charge multiplied by the number present 
at the panel. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the 
course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Hours at panel The number of hours spent by the panel members at panel. This figure was 
multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re- 
validation (every 5 years). 
Number of moderators The number of moderators required for the Access Course under 
consideration. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten- 
year period. 
Moderators fee The fee paid by the providing institution per moderator for moderation of the 
Access Course. Where no fee is payable (for example, HAC case study) the 'fee element'was 
covered by the services required by HAC (e. g. staff time) for the moderation activities. This 
figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Average staffing cost Per hou Two methods of calculating this variable emerged: 
1. The total institutional costs (p. a. ) divided by the total Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ). This 
provided a mechanism for calculating the average teaching costs/hour across the case 
study courses and was agreed by all the providing institutions as a reasonable and 
indicative measure of staffing costs. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage 
increment amount over a ten year period; or 
2. The average lecturer salary (plus on-costs) divided by the number of contact hours the 
lecturer was contracted to provide to produce an indicative hourly rate. 
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Method 1 based its calculations on the whole institutional budget and therefore included 
overheads such as heating, lighting etc. In addition, as it was an average figure it was not 
sensitive to differences in delivery or staff/student ratios on different courses. Method 2 does 
not include these overheads and therefore these elements must be incorporated separately into 
the model. As a result of its more specific approach to calculation, this method was more 
sensitive to differences in delivery and staff/student ratios on different courses. Both methods 
of calculating staffing costs and their effects on the model are explored further in Chapter 5: 
Findings. 
Number of course documents The number of course documents required by the AVA for the 
recognition event. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the 
course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Cost per document The cost to the providing institution of each course document 
(photocopying, binding). This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every 
time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Teaching sta The number of teaching staff involved with the development of the 
course/course document. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount 
over a ten-year period. 
Hours spent on developmen The average number of hours each member of staff spent on 
developing the course/course document. This included time spent at panel. This figure was 
multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re- 
validation (every 5 years). 
Student registration fee The fee paid by the student to register at the providing institution (this 
was usually a small amount to cover the issue of identification cards etc. ). This figure was 
multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
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Administrative staff The number of administrative staff required to assist with the 
development of the course (e. g. typing up course documentation etc. ). This figure was 
multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re- 
validation (every 5 years). 
Administrative cost per hour The cost per hour of the administrative staff involved 
with the quality assurance mechanisms (for example, typing course documents, note 
taking). This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the 
course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Hours spent on development The number of hours spent by the administrative staff 
on preparing the course documentation etc. This figure was multiplied by a percentage 
increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 
years). 
Manaciement staff The number of management staff involved with the development of the 
course. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course 
was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Management staff cost per hour The cost per hour of the management staff. There 
was wide disagreement among respondents about how this figure should be calculated 
and therefore the figure used in the model was the same as 'average staff cost'. 
Individual users of the model could of course insert a specific figure relevant to their 
own situation. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time 
the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Hours spent on development The average number of hours management spent on 
development of the course. This included time spent at panel. This figure was 
multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for 
re-validation (every 5 years). 
94 
Student enrollments Number of students enrolled on the course. This figure was multiplied by 
a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Student completions Number of students completing the Access Course and receiving their 
certificate. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year 
pedod. 
Institutional staffing costs The total cost of teaching staff in the providing institution for the 
year. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year 
period. 
Institutional teaching hours The total teaching hours of the providing institution for the year. 
This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Programme teaching hours The teaching hours for the case study Access Course 
programme. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten- 
year period. 
Funding unit price The FEFC unit of funding given to the providing institution. This figure was 
multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Total funding units gained The total number of funding units gained for the Access Course 
for the year. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten- 
year period. 
Number of fee-Paying students The number of fee-paying students on the case study Access 
Course. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year 
pedod. 
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Course fee amount The fee amount charged to the Access students paying fees. This figure 
was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Institutional overhead costs The total of all costs, other than teaching, associated with the 
operation of the college for the year. This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage 
increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Student factors: 
(based on a sample student from one of the case study courses 
- 
Case A) 
Student Factors 
Course fees zo Travel allowance P-0 
Travel (per year) E122.40 Other allowances (Income 
Support) 
E1,229 
Equipment (per year) E50 Graduate earnings E16,725 
I Cr6che (per year) E204 Course registration fee EO 
- Table 4: 9 Student tactors 
- 
Gase A 
Course fees The fee amount charged by the providing institution to the average Access 
student paying fees. 
Course registration fee The fee paid by the student to register at the providing institution (this 
was usually a small amount to cover the issue of identification cards etc. ). 
Travel (per vear) The amount spent by the average student on travel to study on the Access 
Course. 
Equipment (per vear) The amount spent by the average Access student on equipment for 
their studies (books, paper etc. ). 
Cr6che (per vear) The amount spent by the average Access student on crkhe facilities to 
enable them to study. 
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Travel allowance The amount given to the average Access student (in the form of an LEA 
grant) to enable them to travel to and from the Access Course providing institution. 
Other allowances Any other allowance or benefit the average student might receive whilst on 
the Access Course that was as a result of study. 
Graduate earninq The earnings a graduate would receive following an Access Course and a 
degree programme. A percentage of this figure was then attributed to the Access Course, and a 
further percentage attributed to the external quality assurance mechanisms (see Table 4: 7 
Increment Table). The figure chosen was a percentage amount based on the values given by 
the various actors consulted in the research. A recent study stated current graduate earnings, in 
the first year following graduation, to be within a range of E13,800 to E20,040 (Association of 
Graduate Recruiters, 1997). To take into consideration inflationary effects on earnings an 
approximate, mid-range figure of E16,725 was used in the model as a basis for graduate 
earnings. The flexibility of the model allowed for this to be changed. This figure was multiplied 
by a yearly percentage increment, following graduation in year 5, over an average working 
lifetime (20 years). 
Higher Education factors 
Higher Education factors 
AVA membership F-200 Time spent moderating (hours) 12 
Number of reps. at panel 1 Students accepted to HE 
institution 
13 
Average earnings/hr for reps. E60 Funding per student E2,200 
Time spent at panel (hours) 5 Moderation fee income : E1 50 
Time spent in preparation for 
panel (hours) 
1.5 National Framework operating 
costs 
El 00,000 
Table 4. 
- 
10 Higher Education Factors 
- 
Case A 
AVA membership The financial charge to the institution for membership of the AVA. This 
figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
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Number of representatives at panel The number of the Higher Education institution's staff at 
the panel. This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course 
was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Average earnings per hour for reps. Two methods of calculating this variable emerged: 
(1) The average hourly salary (including on-costs such as pension contributions, NI payments) 
for the Higher Education representatives; or 
(2) The cost of covering the HEI member of staff converted to an hourly equivalent. 
This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Time at panel The time spent by the panel members at the panel. This figure was multiplied by 
a percentage increment amount every time the course was timetabled for re-validation (every 5 
years). 
Time spent in preparation for the panel The time spent reading and preparing for the panel. 
This figure was multiplied by a percentage increment amount every time the course was 
timetabled for re-validation (every 5 years). 
Number of Access students with Access Certificate The number of Access students 
obtaining Access Certificates in the year. This figure was used to determine the cost per 
student achieving the Access Certificate within the National Framework (see 'National 
Framework operating costs' below). This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage 
increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Time spent moderating The time spent by the Higher Education staff members moderating. 
This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
Students accepted to HE institution The number of students from the case study Access 
Course accepted to the Higher Education institution. This figure was multiplied by a yearly 
percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. 
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Fundinq per student The amount of funding received per student accepted from the case 
study course. This was an average amount as the funding amount differed depending on the 
type of HE course the student was enrolled on. This figure was multiplied by a yearly 
percentage increment amount over a ten-year period. This was included as a benefit within the 
model as the additional students generated as a result of the HEI's participation in the quality 
assurance mechanisms incurred only marginal additional teaching costs. However, individual 
users of the model could alter this variable to take into account other associated costs of 
teaching these students. 
Moderation fee income The fee income from moderation activities carried out by members of 
staff. In some cases (W&NYAN) this income was paid to the HEI, in others (LOCN) this was 
paid to the individual. Where the fee was paid to the individual, the model assumes no 
moderation fee income benefit for the HEL This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage 
increment amount over a ten-year period. 
National Framework operating costs The operating costs for the National Framework for the 
recognition of Access Courses (El 00,000). This provided 
- 
when divided by the total number of 
Access students with an Access Certificate (20,489) Higher Education Quality Council, 1994)) 
- 
the cost of the national framework per Access student (E4.88). This figure was then multiplied 
by the number of Access students accepted to the HE institution from the case study Access 
Course (E4.88 x 13 = E63.44). This figure was multiplied by a yearly percentage increment 
amount over a ten-year period. The operating cost figure was given to the author through a 
personal communication with Dr Philip Jones (Assistant Director, Quality Assurance, HEQC) in 
1996. It was based on a notional operating cost of El 00,000 per year. 
The life of the model 
The model was constructed to calculate the cost and benefit factors that would accrue over a 
reasonable timespan. For the HE actor and providing institution this was set at 10 years. At the 
end of this period it was reasonable to assume the Access Course would need substantial re- 
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working/re-clevelopment in order for it to maintain its role as an appropriate preparation for HE- 
type provision. 
A 20-year timespan was constructed within the model for the students as this reflected the 
average working lifetime of an individual and took account of their age upon eventual entry into 
the labour market. However, it was acknowledged that some Access students might return to 
education later than others and might therefore have a shorter working lifetime following 
degree study. The model would accept a shorter working lifetime variable for such individuals, 
the effects of this are discussed in Chapter 5: Findings. 
The following tables (4: 11 to 4: 14), provided as examples, detail the variables and their 
associated incremental effects on the value of those variables for case study A. The Increment 
Chart (table 4: 11) provides typical figures resulting from the periodic increments. In addition the 
charts are abridged versions of the complete spreadsheets. Complete spreadsheets, relating to 
each case study course, are contained in Appendix 5: The model. 
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Chapter 5 
S. Findings 
As detailed in Chapter 4 there were numerous actors or stakeholders who attracted costs and 
benefits as a result of the quality assurance procedures initiated by AVAs (Wilkinson, 1997). 
As a result of the iterative nature of the research the cost-benefit model was developed from 
the Initial case 'R course to accommodate differences in cases 'B', 'C' and 'D'. This assisted the 
development of a model capable of application across, not only, widely different Access 
Courses but also across different quality assurance arrangements. 
Generally, the cost and benefit components of the quality assurance processes were self- 
explanatory and straightforward; consisting in the main of values for services provided through 
attendance at the panel or related activities. Some elements such as programme development 
which Included administration and management for programme development took into account 
the time commitment made whilst at the panel. Other 'independent' panel members i. e. those 
not associated with the providing institution or a higher education Institution Incurred a cost of 
time (plus travel expenses) spent at the panel. The number of hours was relatively easy to 
calculate as the AVA Involved produced a panel report that indicated the time spent at panel. 
However, there was an additional element here 
-. 
the amount of time spent preparing for the 
panel. Before a course came to panel its documents were circulated to the panel members and 
they were requested to read these documents prior to attending the meeting. Therefore some 
preparation time should also factor In the 'time' cost. 
The calculation of the hourly rate was more problematic. If 3 hours were spent at the panel and 
1 hour, say, spent on preparation how should this time element be converted Into a financial 
cost? A value could be produced by calculating the panel members hourly salary by the time 
spent at the panel and preparing for It. For example, one Access Course tutor stated in an 
Interview that one panel member. who Is a lecturer in an FE college, may have an houdy salary 
equivalent of E25 per hour (plus any on-costs), therefore giving a notional cost for the panel 
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process of E25 x (3 +I hours) = E100. However, the distinction between actual and notional 
costs was important here (Drummond et a/, 1987; Mishan, 1988; Fielden & Pearson, 1989). 
Notional costs can only become actual if the FE lecturer was employed at the time of the panel 
doing something else (teaching. marking, administration, or managing). Therefore, while the 
notional cost of a large panel meeting with, say, 20 members might be quite high, the actual 
cost might be lower as the panel members were present during their'free' time 
- 
they would not 
normally be teaching or employed elsewhere during the panel. Many staff argued that this, in 
fact, was what happened 
- 
others applied 'cover costs! 
- 
which was the cost of replacing that 
member of staff whilst they were attending a panel meeting. Phelps (1996) drawing on other 
related work threw some light on the subject of placing a value on 'free time' by stating: 'it is 
economists'convention to value personal time at a substantially lower rate (half the wage rate 
being typical)' (Phelps, 1996: 7). This would provide a reduced notional cost to the panel 
member of E12.50 x (3 +I hour preparation) = E50. Also, the time spent at panel might be 
seen as an investment by the staff member concerned as an investment in their own 
professional development rather than a personal cost. The flexibility of the model allowed the 
above various positions on the cost of time at the panel to be input by the user. The effects of 
changes made to the cost of time at panel are discussed later in this chapter (see 5.2.1 
- 
Sensitivity analysis). All case study contacts agreed that it would be reasonable to 'cost out' the 
time spent at the panel meeting by multiplying it by the hourly salary of the panel member 
concerned or by dividing the total institutional operating costs for the year by the number of 
Institutional teaching hours to provide an indicative hourly rate. 
Of the three stages Involved In Access Course validation (course development, panel 
processes, and post-panel activities), HEI Involvement usually occurred in the panel process 
and post-panel stages. The level of participation/involvement a HEI had In these activities 
could vary across AVAs. It might even vary within the institutions depending on such factors as 
the size of the validating agency, the links between the validating agency and the HEI, and the 
links between the HEI and the Access Course providing Institution. 
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Influence of key personnel (Admissions Tutors, Head of Department) tended to dictate the level 
of any extra Involvement a university gave up to the Access Course validation through the 
activities of the AVA. This was over and above any notional financial commitment all HEls 
provided to HEOC for the operation of the National Framework. The financial commitment was 
broadly equivalent to the notional budget for the Access Courses Recognition Sub-group 
(ACRG) divided by the number of contributing HEls (E100,000 / 150 = E667)1 
- 
irrespective of 
the HEls desire to Involve itself further with Access Course validation procedures. 
The costs of participation in the external quality assurance mechanisms consisted of the staff 
time given up to the quality assurance activities. In the main, this was split between attendance 
at panel meetings and moderation activities. For example, in Case A the time commitment 
consisted of 5 hours at panel and three half day visits (of four hours each) for moderation 
purposes 
-a total of 17 hours for the year. This effort produced a return for the HEI of 13 
students In year 1. The net benefit of this level of participation in the quality assurance 
mechanisms was the number of hours given up multiplied by the hourly salary (plus on-costs or 
the cost of cover hourly equivalent). This figure was then set against moderator fee income 
(E150 per year) and the number of Access students entering the HEI from the case study 
Access Course multiplied by the fee income the students generate (i. e. the net benefit was the 
benefit minus costs). However, other factors, such as the costs of teaching these learners, 
might lessen or 'cancel out' this net benefit figure. It may also have been the case that the 
students from the Access Course enrolling at the HEI might have joined Irrespective of its 
Involvement with the Access Course and its associated quality assurance mechanisms. If this 
were the case the return of students for the HEI would be reduced. For example, 10 students 
might have enrolled on the course anyway, and the remaining 3 enrolled as a result of their 
contact (through the quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
e. g. meeting and discussing their HE 
requirements with the moderator) with the HEL At the time, data was fragmentary that 
distinguishes between these 2 groupings and therefore all students entering the HEI from the 
Access Course were classified as a benefit of the quality assurance mechanisms for the HEL 
Although other mutes were subsequently available facilitating entry Into HE for the traditionally 
I Figure provided through a personal communication with the late Dr Philip Jones 
- 
Assistant Director 
(Qual4 Assurance), HEOC, April 1996. 
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disadvantaged, the view was taken that but for the Access Course and its linked quality 
assurance mechanisms 
- 
which Included HEI involvement 
- 
these students would not progress 
to HE (degree) programmes of study. Although all students were classified as a benefit of the 
quality assurance mechanisms, the model could accommodate adjustments to this variable. 
The student data also consisted of straightforward transactions 
- 
such as the 'cost' of course 
fees and travel. However, as one of the purposes of education is to increase the earning power 
of those who are educated, it was possible to establish a 'benefit' figure that was a result of 
education received (Psacharopoulos, 1985). However, this 'benefit' was usually attributed (see 
for example Woodhall, 1992, Psacharopoulos, 1985) to higher education Le. a degree of some 
sort 
- 
whether this benefit could be attributable to an Access Course was questionable. Of 
course, at least some of the benefit was attributable to the student having experienced an 
Access Course 
- 
developing Interpersonal skills, for example, that would be put to use in 
subsequent education. However, the literature suggested that this decreased with time and by 
far the most 'employable' factor was that the student had graduated from a degree programme. 
On the other hand, it might be argued that a greater proportion of the benefit should be 
attributable to the Access Course because if the student had not studied on an Access 
programme they would not have gone into higher education at all and, therefore, would not 
have achieved the increased earnings associated with graduates. The amount of earnings to be 
attributed to the Access Course was thus problematic and contested. When attention was 
focused on the quality assurance arrangements, a further layer of complexity was added. The 
key question then became how much of the benefit 
- 
in this case increased earnings 
- 
was 
attributable to the Access Course and how much to the quality assurance arrangements? It 
could be argued, for example, that the quality assurance arrangements mean the students 
have a better chance of successfully completing the course or of obtaining a place in higher 
education, and therefore achieving graduate earnings. However, the first step was to calculate 
the Increased earnings attributable to the course itself. 
In order to attribute some of the benefit of increased earnings for a cohort of students, the 
percentage that progress onto higher education and employment follovving higher education 
had to be established. Although some work had been done on completion and progression 
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rates into higher education (Osbome & Gallacher, 1994) these could vary from around 30 to 6 
70% (Capizzi, 1996). If progression rates were available for a particular course these could be 
inserted in the example decision tree shown in Figure 5: 1. This Iree' highlights other areas for 
consideration, such as those students who do not enter HE but enter employment or begin 
training programmes. Other Issues that emerged here included the fact that there might be a 
number of students on Access Courses studying purely for the enjoyment of it and who did not 
progress to HE study and therefore graduate status because they chose not to. As a result of 
these variables the graduate earnings benefit figure for the whole cohort in the model could be 
reduced. However. would this be a distortion of the situation? Are there other benefits 
associated with withdrawal that should have been included? Additionally, what should have 
been done about the students who studied only part of the Access Course and decided to 
complete it later on In their life when other commitments allowed? The same applied to those 
who did complete the course but other commitments prevented them, at that particular time, 
from entering higher education. Therefore, in the absence of large-scale definitive national 
data, the model calculated the costs and benefits for a typical student from the case study 
course. The assumption had been made that the Access student in the model would achieve 
graduate employment, although it was possible to remove this element from the calculations. 
100 students begin 
Access Course 
1 
20 students do not 
complete Access Course 
10% enter 
employment 
80 complete Access 
Course 
70% enter Higher 
Fdur-ation 
10% start training 
programmes 
15% enter 
employment 
5% become 
unemployed 
90% go on to state 
benefits 
:1 Example Access Course decision tree 
70% enter graduate 
employment 
10% stay on in 
Higher Education 
20% become 
unemployed 
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The above questions required specific data that track Access students from enrolment onwards 
(into higher education, employment, unemployment, other training programmes etc) in order 
that generalisable claims of financial benefit could be made and usefully incorporated into any 
cost-benefit model. While a generalised model requires data on progression based on large- 
scale information to facilitate the data being representative of all courses, for a cost-benefit 
analysis of a particular course 
- 
the specific data known to the providing institution and/or the 
AVA and HEI could be used. Examples of typical rates of return for those studying Access 
programmes, as shown In Figure 5: 1, above, are produced later in this chapter (see section 
5.2.1 Sensitivity analysis). These examples highlight further the complexity of measuring the 
benefit, in terms of potential earnings, for students of Access Courses. 
Although a benefit figure could be obtained for graduates (by subtracting the per annum 
income figure for non-graduates from that for graduates) 
- 
even this, seemingly easy task had 
its difficulties. To establish the benefit of increased earnings of graduates against non- 
graduates required, Ideally, that the incomes of the two groups be analysed over their 
respective working lifetimes. This was practically impossible, as it would require approximately 
40 years of data for any useful comparisons to be made. Therefore, to address this problem, 
economists have developed 'age earnings profiles' to establish representative figures of 
earnings. These rely on cross-section data; Le. snapshot evidence of cross-sections of society 
at one moment In time. To be reasonably representative in this exercise an element known as 
the 'alpha coefficienr (Hough, 1994) or 'ability coefficient' was often included. This coefficient 
was the adjustment made to account for differences In incomes attributable to factors other 
than education, such as Innate ability, personality, favourable home background and social 
class. Denison (1964) suggested that 66% of the difference was attributable to education (a co- 
efficient of 0.66) although it was based on US men only (Hough, 1994). Work done elsewhere 
suggested that a co-efficient of around 0.6 to 0.8 might be more appropriate (Psacharopoulos, 
1985; Blundell et al, 1997; Steel & Sausman, 1997) although clearly this would vary across 
countries due to differences in education systems and labour market conditions. 
A problem of using cross-section data was that although the alpha-coefficient ironed out factors 
other than education affecting Income, it did not take account of changes in the economy. 
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These could include changes in demand and supply of educated people, and the effects of 
trends over time 
- 
such as changes in the rate of economic growth. With reference to the latter, 
Becker (1974) (in the USA) suggested adding the annual expected increase in real income per 
head and Ziderman (1977) in his work in the UK added a 'conservative' 2% per annum to all 
incomes. This was a technique Blaug et at (1969) used in their work in India. Although such a 
technique took into account the environment in which the educated lived, to add a fixed 
percentage adjustment In this way assumed that income differentials would remain constant 
over a period of some 40 years, which could appear unlikely (Hough, 1987). 
Past studies also indicated that a further layer of complexity arose from different forms of 
education, which appeared to have different rates of return. For example workers with 
agricultural education earned 28.3% less and workers with technical education earned 6.6% 
less than workers with general qualifications. It was also suggested that other types of 
education were not rewarded significantly differently from general education (Groot, 1994). This 
had implications for the calculation of benefits to students graduating and finding employment. 
In addition Access Course students were not 'average' students as the courses themselves 
were specifically targeted at disadvantaged groups such as ethnic minorities and mature 
learners who may have experienced different rates of return than those outlined above (Davies, 
1994). Additionally. as Access students were generally older than students from A-level mutes 
it might have been the case that mature graduates would have had fewer years' employment 
after graduat, ion than traditional (21-year-old) graduates. However, the age discrepancy 
between the two groups might not be as wide as had previously been the case. A study by 
Steel and Sausman found that 77% of those entering full-time degree programmes were under 
21. and the following 14% were under 30 (Steel & Sausman, 1997: 8). 
Following consideration of the above, it was the general consensus of those Involved with the 
research (HEls, providing Institutions, moderators, AVA and HEQC representatives) that 60% 
of the salary figure ascribed to the Degree programme was as a result of the student 
completing an Access Course (this took Into consideration the coefficient figures indicated 
above of between 0.6 and 0.8). Based upon this it was further stated by key actors involved 
with the research that at least 60% of the figure ascribed to the Access Course could 
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reasonably be ascribed to the external quality assurance mechanisms of the Access Course. 
Reasons for such a large percentage of graduate income being attributable to Access Course 
study focused upon the 'disadvantaged' nature of Access students and the importance placed 
upon the Access Course in providing a route into higher education 
- 
and beyond to graduate 
employment. However, as Access students were seen as typically disadvantaged this could 
have an effect on their eventual earnings and they could enter graduate employment at the 
lower end of the salary scale and/or progress from higher education study into lower paid 
professions. Therefore, as a result of the variable nature of the eventual earnings 
- 
compounded by additional factors for Access students 
- 
the model enabled the earnings figure 
to be amended. 
5.1 Costs and benefit factors 
The cost and benefit factors established through the various methods employed in the research 
(see Chapter 4: Methods) are detailed in the following tables and relate to the three stakeholder 
groups: the Access Course providing institution, the Access student, and the higher education 
institution. They were based on data received from the actors concerned (Access Course Co- 
ordinators/managers, Access Course students, HE admissions tutors/managers etc) and their 
method of calculation has been explained in Chapter 4. The value of figures within the model 
increased by a reasonable 2.5% per annurn in consideration of the effects of inflation upon the 
figures. For example, in year I AVA membership may have been E500 and in year 2 this 
increased to E513. The model had a set life-span of 10 years, therefore figures were calculated 
up to and including year 10 (except in the case of graduate earnings for students 
- 
where a 20 
year life-span was adopted to reasonably reflect a student's working lifetime (Hough, 1994)2. 
All calculations were discounted to present value using a discount factor of 10%. 
2 It is acknowledged that some forecasts of supply and demand for graduates put forward that not all 
students may achieve an income typically associated with graduate status (Steel & Sausman, 1997). 
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For almost all stakeholders in the case studies, the internal rate of return (IRR) was not 
calculated. As discussed in Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education, the IRR relates to the 
rate of return for a given investment. It relies for its accurate calculation on a number of 
cashflows over a series of years. The IRR is the interest rate received for an investment 
consisting of payments (negative values) and income (positive values). In almost every case 
study scenario the payments (negative values) were either cancelled out each year by the 
income (positive values) or the payments cancelled out the benefits each year for the duration 
of the model. Calculating the IRR based on cashflows such as these did not provide meaningful 
results. However, data provided by the student in case study 'D' showed positive and negative 
cashflows, as a result of earnings foregone whilst undertaking the Access Course. An analysis 
of the cashflows over the lifetime of the model produced an IRR for the student of 76%. The 
IRR figure was based upon the cost/benefit figure of the Access Course 
- 
the cost/benefit 
figure of the quality assurance mechanisms was not included in the calculation of the internal 
rate of return as there were no negative values present. In addition, the benefit figure for quality 
assurance was drawn from that ascribed to the Access Course so to include it here would 
involve double-counting the graduate earnings figure. Section 5.2.1 
- 
Sensitivity analysis, 
provides comparable examples of where the model has been used to calculate IRRs for other 
non-case study learners. These examples have been drawn from a number of students from 
different disciplines. 
Case studies 
It is important to note that the following figures are those of the case study courses concerned 
and have been vedfied by the actors concemed as reasonable reflections of actual figures. 
This should be borne in mind where apparent discrepancies occur between cases 
- 
for example 
in programme development. Full details of calculations relating to the four case studies are 
supplied as Appendix 5: The Model. Generally, the net cost or benefit figure for the three key 
stakeholder groups was calculated by subtracting the quantifiable quality assurance mechanism 
costs from the quantifiable quality assurance mechanism benefits. The analysis provided that 
quality assurance mechanism costs were more quantifiable than benefit factors, which were 
more qualitative in nature. However, an attempt has been made later in this chapter to 
accommodate the more qualitative factors into the model. 
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Providing institution: Net Cost/Benefit OA mechanisms 
The net cost or benefit figure for the providing institution in relation to the external quality 
assurance mechanisms based on a 10 year life-span brought to present value using the 
discount rate of 10% (see Chapter 3: Economic analysis in education). The quality assurance 
mechanism cost factors upon which the net benefit figure was calculated were identified as: 
AVA membership 
Recognition 
Panel staffing 
Panel meeting room 
Panel meeting catering 
Hours spent at the panel meeting 
Moderators fee 
Course document production costs 
Teaching staff course development costs 
Administrative staff course development costs 
Management staff course development costs 
Providing institution: Net Cost/Benefit Access Course 
The net cost or benefit figure for the providing institution in relation to the Access Course. This 
figure has been calculated by subtracting the quantifiable Access Course costs from the 
quantifiable Access Course benefits. The factors upon which the net benefit figure was 
calculated were identified as: 
Course provision costs 
Funding amount benefit 
Fee income benefit 
Registration fee income benefit 
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Student: Net CostlBenefit QA mechanisms 
The benefit amount to the student of the external quality assurance mechanisms based on a 
20-year life span brought back to present value using the discount rate of 10%. The analysis 
provided that only quality assurance mechanism benefits were included as no visible 
quantifiable quality assurance mechanism costs emerged. The quality assurance mechanism 
benefit figure consisted of a percentage of perceived graduate earnings. 
Student: Net Benefit Access Course 
The benefit amount to the student of the Access Course based on a percentage of graduate 
earnings. The costs were identified as: 
Course fees 
Course registration fee 
Travel costs 
Equipment costs 
Cr6che fees 
The Access Course benefits were identified as: 
Travel allowances received 
Other allowances received 
Graduate earnings 
Higher Education: Discounted Net Cost/Benefit QA mechanisms 
The cost-benefit amount to the Higher Education institution of the external quality assurance 
mechanisms. The quality assurance mechanism costs were identified as: 
AVA membership 
Number of representatives from the HE institution at the panel meeting 
Average earnings per hour for the representatives 
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Cost of time spent in preparation and at panel 
Cost of time moderating 
Proportion of the National Framework operating costs 
The quality assurance mechanism benefits were identified as: 
Funding for students from the case study Access Course accepted onto 
programmes at the HE institution 
Moderation expenses (Wilkinson, 1999). 
5.1.1 Case A (summary data) 
Providing Institution 
- 
contextual information 
This providing institution was based in a large town in the North of England. It occupied a 
number of sites and offered provision ranging from GCSE programmes of study to elements of 
franchised degree programmes. The college drew its student population from the urban and 
rural areas surrounding the town. Progression from this institution was, primarily, local with 
learners enrolling on further courses offered by the college or programmes offered by the four 
local higher education providers (2 pre-1 992 Universities and 2 post-1 992 Universities). 
The Access Course case study at this college formed part of a large multi-modular programme 
with over 200 learners. The pathway under examination in this case study was the 'Social 
Sciences' pathway; a full-time programme based on 799 teaching hours. At enrolment 45 
students entered the programme, 38 completed with some accreditation. Over 50% achieved 
the requirements set out by the validating agency for the award of Access Certificate. At the 
time of completion, all of those obtaining the Access Certificate indicated their intention to 
progress to a higher education institution to further their studies. Thirteen of these learners 
were progressing to the higher education case study institution detailed on page 120. Summary 
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data for providing institution 'A' is provided in Table 5.1, below, followed by descriptions of 
factors/variables relating to this case study. 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Course provision E432,037 Funding E623,495 
Overheads El 58,274 Fees F- 0 
Registration EO 
Total E590,31 1 Total E623,495 
Net benefit of Access Course E33,184 
Costs 
AVA membership 
Recognition 
Reg istration/certif icatio n 
Panel Staffing 
Catering 
Moderators fees 
Documentation 
Programme development 
Administration (prog. dev. ) 
Management (prog. dev. ) 
Total 
Benefits 
£0 
£818 
£12,183 
£8,010 
£122 
£3,343 
£50 
£13,616 
£100 
£1,602 
£39,844 Total 
Net cost of Quality Assurance mechanisms E39,844 
£0 
Table 5.1: Providing institution 'A'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except programme 
teaching hours, number of moderators). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life span'. Yearly totals have been 
brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
Providing institution (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA Membership 
This figure depended on the size of the providing institution and included recognition and 
registration/certification costs. However, because the Case A institution drew heavily on the 
AVAs resources a one-off fee was charged for recognition (E500 
- 
see below) and 
registration/certification (E33 per student). 
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Recoqnition 
Charge made by AVA over and above membership fee (E500) 
- 
per review period (every 5 
years). 
Panel staffinq 
The number of staff from the providing institution involved with the panel in addition to those 
teaching on the programme (12), multiplied by hours spent at panel (5), multiplied by the 
average hourly salary (E80) (E4,800 in year 1). 
Reciistration/Certification 
Charge made by AVA over and above membership fee (E33 per student), multiplied by the 
number of students registered (45) at the beginning of the programme (EI, 485 in year 1) 
- 
per 
annum. 
Caterinq 
Figure provided by Access Course Co-ordinator (E75) 
- 
per review period (every 5 years). 
Moderators'fees 
For this large multi-modular programme 3 moderators were required. Moderators were paid by 
the providing institution (El 50 per moderator) 
- 
per annum. 
Documentation 
Course documents required by AVA for the panel meeting (15) multiplied by the cost per 
document (photocopying/binding etc) (U) (E30 in year 1) 
- 
per review period (every 5 years). 
Pro-qramme development 
Number of teaching staff involved in the quality assurance/development of the programme (12) 
multiplied by the hours spent on development and at panel (8.5), multiplied by the average 
hourly salary (E80) (E8160 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
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Administrative (proq. dev. ) 
Administrative cost of producing programme documentation. Hours spent on development (10) 
multiplied by cost per hour (M) (E60 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Manaqement (Proq. dev. ) 
Number of management staff involved in course development (3) multiplied by number of 
hours involved (4 
- 
includes 1 hour at panel) multiplied by cost per hour (E80) (E960 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Course costs: 
Course provision 
To provide an indicative estimate of the costs per teaching hour at this institution, the annual 
staffing costs (E12m 
- 
figure provided by Vice Principal) was divided by the institution's annual 
teaching hours (150,000 
- 
figure provided by Vice Principal). This figure (E80) was then 
multiplied by the programme teaching hours taken from the course document (ranges from 
17.5 to 30.5 hours per week, therefore a mid-figure of 23.5 was taken and multiplied by 34 
weeks = 799 hours) (E63,920 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. For this case study course there was an 
additional element to account for other teaching related costs 
- 
such as administrative costs, 
heating etc. This was calculated as the overhead costs for the year (E4 million 
- 
figure provided 
by the Vice-Principal of the college) divided by the number of teaching hours for the year 
(150,000) multiplied by the programme teaching hours (799) (E21,307 in year 1). 
Course benefits: 
Fundinci 
This figure was the funding unit price (E20 per unit) multiplied by the number of funding units 
gained (3800) (E76,000 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
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Higher Education institution 
- 
contextual information 
This higher education institution was one of the four Universities local to the Access Course 
providing institution. It was a post-1992 University, which primarily drew its students from the 
local area. Its main study areas included the Sciences and Textiles. It also had a well-respected 
teacher training college. The majority of this higher education institution's students were young 
(under 21) learners enrolled on first degree level programmes of study. Provision was mainly 
full-time, but a growing number of courses were being offered on a part-time basis. Summary 
data for higher education institution 'A' is provided in Table 5.2, below, followed by 
factors/variables relating to this case study. 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership E1,486 Funding for students* E212,448 
Time spent in preparation and Moderation expenses E1,1 14 
at panel E643 
Time moderating E5,907 
National Framework E429 
Total F-8,465 Total F213,562 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms F-205,098 
Table 5.2: Higher Education institution 'A'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except number of 
moderators and students accepted to this HE] from the Access Course). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life 
span'. Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
*Accepted to this higher education institution from the case study Access Course. 
Higher Education (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA membershi 
E200 per annum. 
Time spent in preparation and at panel 
Time spent by representative in preparation for panel 
- 
1.5 hours reading documentation + time 
spent at panel 
-5 hours (6.5 hours) multiplied by the average hourly salary of the 
representative (F-60) (E390 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
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Time moderatinq 
Total time spent moderating the programme 
- 
figure provided by HE institution moderator: 3 
visits approx. 4 hours each (12 hours) multiplied by average hourly salary of HE representative 
(E60) (E720 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Fundina for students 
This was calculated by taking the number of students accepted from this Access programme to 
this particular HE institution 
- 
based on the previous years figure (13) multiplied by a 
conservative student funding amount (E2,200) (E28,600 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. It is important 
to note here that the funding for students' amount may be effectively cancelled out by teaching 
costs incurred by the HE institution. 
Moderators expenses 
For providing a moderator the HE institution received El 50 from the providing institution 
- 
per 
annum. 
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Student 
- 
contextual information 
This 21-year-old female learner returned to study following a period away from education 
brought about by the birth of her child shortly after leaving school. Whilst at school the learner 
obtained a number of GCSEs and wished to build up her study skills in order to enter university. 
The learner had not been in employment since leaving school and she believed that further 
study at pre-degree and degree level would help her achieve employment. Summary data for 
student 'A' is provided in Table 5.3, below. 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Fees EO Travel allowance P-0 
Travel E122 Other allowance (state benefit) E1,229 
Equipment E50 Graduate earnings attributable 
to Access Course* E68,048 
Cr6che E204 
Total E376 Total E69,277 
Net benefit of Access Course E68,901 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Graduate earnings attributable 
to the QA mechanisms** P-40,829 
Total FO Total F40,829 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E40,829 
Table 5.3: Student 'A'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values, where applicable, per annurn (or course review period). 
Figures have been calculated over a 10-year'life span' (except graduate earnings figures 
- 
where a 20-year 'working lifetime' 
figure has been used). Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
60% of the total attributable to the degree programme 
** 60% of the total attributable to the Access Course 
Student (summary data) factor descriptions 
Course costs: 
Travel 
Based on bus fares per week 
- 
E1.20 x3 days (E3.60) multiplied by 34 weeks (El 22.40). 
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Equipmen 
General stationery expenses of approximately E50 for the year. 
Cr&che 
The providing institution charged a nominal amount of E2 per cr6che period 
(moming/aftemoon) which was used approx. 3 times per week by the student, multiplied by 34 
weeks (E204). 
Course benefits: 
Other allowances 
Income Support benefit of E36.15 per week, multiplied by 34 weeks (E1,229). 
Graduate earnincis attributable to Access Course 
Based on graduate earnings figure of E16,725 (Association of Graduate Recruiters, 1997) in 
year 5 multiplied by a percentage of those earnings that were judged to be attributable to the 
Access Course (60%) (El 0,035 in year 5). 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Graduate earnincis attributable to qualitv assurance mechanisms 
Percentage of the graduate earnings attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E6,021 in year 
5). 
123 
5.1.2 Case B (summary data) 
Providing institution 
- 
contextual information 
This institution was a technology college located in a large city in the North of England. The 
majority of its provision was provided on two sites in the city centre. It offered a wide variety of 
accredited courses, which focussed upon technology and the manufacturing industries. The 
college drew its student population from, primarily, the local authority area within which the 
college was situated. The majority of provision offered by the college was undertaken on a part- 
time basis by learners. Progression from the courses offered by the college remained local 
- 
either entering employment, continuing to study at the college, or progression to one of the two 
local universities (one of which was a pre-1 992 university) 
- 
although progression tended to be 
to the local post-1992 university. 
This Access Course case study was a modular programme specialising in information 
technology. The course was structured around full-time attendance (119 hours per week) over 36 
weeks of the year (684 hours in total) 
- 
although because of its modular framework, learners 
could determine longer periods of study is they wished to do so. At enrolment, 15 students 
entered the programme, 12 completed with some accreditation. Eight achieved the 
requirements set out by the validating agency for the award of Access Certificate. Upon 
completion all 8 students with the Access Certificate indicated their intention to progress to 
further, usually higher, study. Five of these learners were progressing to the higher education 
case study institution detailed on page 128. Summary data for providing institution 'B' is 
provided in Table 5.4. 
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Course costs and benefits 
Costs 
Course provision E356,103 
Total E356,103 
Net cost of Access Course E74,322 
Benefits 
Funding 
Fees 
Registration 
Total 
£253,109 
£28,672 
£0 
£281,781 
I Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
I costs Benefits 
AVA membership 
Recognition 
Registration/certification 
Panel staffing 
Catering 
Moderation fees 
Documentation 
Programme development 
Administration (prog. dev. ) 
Management (prog. dev) 
Total 
£14,856 
£491 
£0 
£2,586 
£123 
El, 114 
£149 
£2,586 
£83 
£2,586 
£24,574 Total 
Net cost of Quality Assurance mechanisms E24,574 
Table 5.4: Providing institution 'B'summary data 
£0 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except programme 
teaching hours and number of moderators). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year'life span'. Yearly totals have been 
brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
Providing institution (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA Membershi 
This figure depended on the size of the providing institution and included recognition and 
registration/certification costs (E2,000) 
- 
per annum. 
Recoqnition 
Charge made by AVA over and above membership fee (E300) 
- 
per review period (every 5 
years). 
Req i stratio n/Certifi cati on 
Charge included in AVA membership fee 
- 
therefore nil in this case. 
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Panel staffinq 
The number of staff from the providing institution involved with the panel in addition to those 
teaching on the programme (3), multiplied by the hours spent at panel (6), multiplied by the 
average hourly salary (E86.09) (E1,549 in year 1). 
Caterinq 
Figure provided by Access Course Manager (E75) 
- 
per review period (every 5 years). 
Moderators' fees 
For this programme I moderator was required. Moderators were paid by the providing 
institution (El 50 per moderator) 
- 
per annum. 
Documentation 
Course documents required by AVA for the panel meeting (15) multiplied by the cost per 
document (photocopying/binding etc) (E6) (E90 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Prociramme development 
Number of teaching staff involved in the quality assurance/development of the programme (3) 
multiplied by the hours spent on development (6), multiplied by the average hourly salary 
(E86.09) (E1,550 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Administrative (Prog. dev. ) 
Administrative cost of producing programme documentation. Hours spent on development (10) 
multiplied by number of administrators (1), multiplied by cost per hour (E5) (E50 in year 1) 
- 
per 
review period. 
Manaciement (proci. dev. ) 
Number of management staff involved in course development (3) multiplied by number of 
hours involved (6 
- 
consists of 6 hours at panel) multiplied by cost per hour (E86.09) (E1,550 in 
year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
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Course costs: 
Course Drovision 
Annual staffing costs (E8,858,143 
- 
figure provided by Vice Principal 
- 
Student Services) 
divided by the institutions annual teaching hours (102,897 
- 
figure provided by Vice Principal 
- 
Student Services) (E86.09), multiplied by the programme teaching hours (612 hours) (E52,687 
in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Course benefits: 
Fundinci 
This figure was the funding unit price (E23.32 per unit) multiplied by the number of funding 
units gained (1323) (E30,852 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
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Higher Education institution 
- 
contextual information 
This institution was a post-1992 university. It was one of two universities located within the 
same city as the providing institution. It drew its student population from a wide area 
- 
the 
majority of whom were UK students. It had two main sites, one in the centre of the city, the 
other located on the outskirts of the city. Provision offered by the university took place, in the 
main, at the city centre site. A number of faculties provided a broad range of study 
programmes including Diploma, first-degree and post-graduate studies. The university had a 
large student population of around 30,000 learners, approximately half of these studied on a 
part-time basis. Summary data for higher education institution 'B' is provided in Table 5.5, 
below. 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership : E1,486 Funding for student* : E81,71 1 
1 Time spent in preparation and Moderation expenses F-1,1 14 
at panel E703 
Time moderating E5,907 
National Framework F-165 
Total E8,261 Total F82,825 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E74,565 
i aDle o. o: rigner cuucarion inswurion -tj summary ciara 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except number of 
moderators and students accepted to this HE[ from the Access Course). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life 
span'. Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. *Accepted to this higher 
education institution from the case study Access Course. 
Higher Education (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA membership 
E200 
- 
per annum. 
Time spent in preparation and at panel 
Time spent by representative in preparation for panel 
- 
1.5 hours reading documentation + time 
spent at panel 
-6 hours (7.5 hours) multiplied by the average hourly salary of the 
representative (E60) (E450 in year 1) 
- 
per review period (every 5 years). 
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Time moderatinq 
Total time spent moderating the programme 
- 
figure provided by HE institution moderator: 3 
visits of approx. 4 hours each (12 hours) multiplied by average hourly salary of HE 
representative (E60) (E720 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Fundinq for students 
This was calculated by taking the number of students accepted from this Access programme to 
this particular HE institution (5), multiplied by average student funding amount (E2,200) 
(El 1,000 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Moderators expenses 
In repayment of moderator services the HE institution received E150 from the providing 
institution 
- 
per annum. 
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Student 
- 
contextual information 
This male learner was 23 years old. His previous experience of education at school resulted in 
2 GCSEs (he was studying for an additional GCSE in Maths). This student had occasionally 
been in employment, on a part-time basis, since leaving school. At the time of enrolment the 
learner was unemployed and as a result he received a state benefit (income Support). 
Summary data for student 'B' is provided in Table 5.6, below. 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Fees E606 Travel allowance EO 
Travel El 22 Other allowance (state benefit) P-1,229 
Equipment E50 Graduate earnings attributable 
Cr6che EO to Access Course* E68,048 
Total E778 Total F-69,277 
Net benefit of Access Course E68,499 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Graduate earnings attributable 
to QA mechanisms" E40,829 
Total EO Total E40,829 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E40,829 
i awe -: ). o: z>ruaenr -b summary oara 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values, where applicable, per annurn (or course review period). 
Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life span' (except graduate earnings figures 
- 
where a 20-year 'working lifetime' 
figure has been used). Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%, 
60% of the total attributable to the degree programme 
** 60% of the total attributable to the Access Course 
Student (summary data) factor descriptions 
Course costs: 
Course fees 
Fee paid for to cover tuition fees for the Access Course (E606). 
Travel 
Based on bus fares per week 
- 
Ell 
. 
20 x3 days (E3.60) multiplied by 34 weeks (El 22.40). 
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Equipment 
General stationery expenses of approximately E50 for the year. 
Course benefits: 
Other allowances 
Income Support benefit of E36.15 per week, multiplied by 34 weeks (E1,229). 
Graduate earnings aftributable to Access Course 
Based on graduate earnings figure of E16,725 in year 5 multiplied by a percentage of those 
earnings that were considered to be attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E10,035 in year 
5). 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Graduate earnings attributable to quality assurance mechanisms 
Percentage of the graduate earnings (E16,725) attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E6,021 
in year 5). 
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5.1.3 Case C (summary data) 
Providing Institution 
- 
contextual information 
This providing institution was a large general further education college located in the South 
East of England, which offered mainly vocational courses. The college drew over half of its 
student population from the local authority area within which the college was situated. Around 
10,000 students were enrolled on courses provided by the college. Of these, more than half 
were registered as part-time students. The college was situated in an area of high 
unemployment and poverty. Progression from programmes of study offered by the college 
included employment/training, elements of degree level study offered at the college, and 
progression to degree level study at local higher education institutions. This institution had 
recently become an associate college of a local university. 
The case study Access programme offered by this college was a modular course focusing on 
Business Studies. Six modules were offered on the programme, which were based on a course 
length of 36 weeks with 21 hours per week contact time (756 hours in total for the programme). 
The course was offered on a full-time basis. At enrolment 15 students entered the programme, 
the majority of these achieved some accreditation for their studies and 5 achieved the 
requirements set out by the validating agency for the award of Access Certificate. All of these 
learners indicated their intention to progress to the higher education institution case study 
detailed on page 136 (although only 2 did so). Summary data for providing institution 'C' is 
provided in Table 5.7. 
132 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Course provision E475,667 Funding E241,197 
Fees F-8,043 
Registration EO 
Total E475,667 Total F-249,240 
Net cost of Access Course F-226,427 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership E1,485 
Recognition E818 
Reg istration/certif ication E9,229 
Panel staffing E3,819 
Catering EO 
Moderators fees EO 
Documentation F-1 32 
Programme development E9,547 
Administration (prog. dev. ) El 17 
Management (prog. dev. ) E636 
Total F-25,784 Total EO 
Net cost of Quality Assurance mechanisms E25,784 
Table 5.7. 
- 
Providing institution 'C'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annurn (or course review period except programme 
teaching hours and number of moderators). Figures have been calculated over a1 D-year 'life span'. Yearly totals have been 
brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
Providing institution (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA Membership 
E200 per annum. 
Recowition 
Charge made by AVA over and above membership fee for recognition of Access Course (E500) 
Req i strati o n/Certifi cati on 
Charge made by AVA to register students and award certificates (E75), multiplied by the 
number of enrolments (13) (El, 125 in year 1). 
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Panel staffinq 
The number of staff from the providing institution involved with the panel in addition to those 
teaching on the programme (6), multiplied by the hours spent at panel (4), multiplied by the 
average hourly salary (E95.36) (E2,288 in year 1). 
Caterinci 
No charge 
- 
refreshments provided by AVA. 
Moderators' fees 
For this programme 1 moderator was required. The moderator's fee was included in other 
charges made by the AVA. 
Documentation 
Course documents required by AVA for the panel meeting (15) multiplied by the cost per 
document (photocopying/binding etc) (E5.34) (E80.1 0 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Pro_qramme development 
Number of teaching staff involved in the quality assu ran ce/development of the programme (6) 
multiplied by the hours spent on development and at panel (10), multiplied by the average 
hourly salary (E95.36) (E5,722 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Administrative (Proq. dev. ) 
Administrative cost of producing programme documentation. Hours spent on development (10) 
multiplied by number of administrators (1), multiplied by cost per hour (E7) (E70 in year 1) 
- 
per 
review period. 
Mana-qement h3roq. dev. ) 
Number of management staff involved in course development (1) multiplied by number of 
hours involved (4 
- 
consists of 4 hours at panel) multiplied by cost per hour (E95.36) (E381 in 
year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
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Course costs: 
Course provision 
Annual staffing costs (E19,644,000 
- 
figure provided by FEFC Inspection Report/College 
Registrar) divided by the institutions annual teaching hours (206000 
- 
figure provided by FEFC 
Inspection Report/College Registrar) (E95.36), multiplied by the programme teaching hours 
(738 hours) (E70,376 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Course benefits: 
Fundinq 
This figure was the funding unit price (E23.81 per unit) multiplied by the number of funding 
units gained (1020) (E24,286 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
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Higher Education institution 
- 
contextual information 
This institution was a post-1992 university situated in central London. It was one of a number of 
higher education institutions local to the Access Course providing institution. The majority of its 
provision was first degree or undergraduate, the majority of which was undertaken on a full- 
time basis. The university had a number of departments/faculties, the largest of which focussed 
upon business studies/management type courses. In total the university offered around 50 
undergraduate programmes of study and had approximately 14,000 students' spread across a 
number of sites within London. Summary data for higher education institution 'C' is provided in 
Table 5.8, below. 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership E1,486 Funding for students* E32,684 
Time spent in preparation and Moderation expenses El, 114 
at panel E469 
Time moderating E5,907 
National Framework E67 
Total F-7,928 Total F-33,798 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E25,872 
Table 5.8: Higher Education institution 'C'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except number of 
moderators and students accepted to this HEI from the Access Course) Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life 
span'. Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. *Accepted to this higher 
education institution from the case study Access Course. 
Higher Education (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA membership 
E200 
- 
per annum. 
Time spent in preparation and at panel 
Time spent by representative in preparation for panel 
-1 hour reading documentation + time 
spent at panel 
-4 hours (5 hours) multiplied by the average hourly salary of the representative 
(E60) (E300 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
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Time moderatinq 
Total time spent moderating the programme 
- 
figure provided by HE institution moderator 3 
visits approx. 4 hours each (12 hours) multiplied by average hourly salary of HE representative 
(E60) (E720 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Fundinq for students 
This was calculated by taking the number of students accepted from this Access programme to 
this particular HE institution (2), multiplied by average student funding amount (E2,200) (E4,400 
in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Moderators expenses 
In repayment of moderator services the HE institution received El 50 per annum. 
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Student 
- 
contextual information 
This learner was a 19 year old male. He left school with few recognised qualifications and now 
wished to continue his studies to progress in his chosen career of retail management. He 
intended to continue working part-time in order to finance his studies. 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Fees E595 Travel allowance EO 
Travel E122 Graduate earnings attributable 
Equipment E50 to Access Course* E68,048 
Cr6che E204 
Total P-971 Total E68,048 
Net benefit of Access Course E67,077 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Graduate earnings attributable 
to QA mechanisms** E40,829 
Total E0 Total E40,829 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E40,829 
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All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values, where applicable, per annurn (or course review period). 
Figures have been calculated over a 10-year'life span' (except graduate earnings figures 
- 
where a 20-year'working lifetime' 
figure has been used). Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
60% of the total attributable to the degree programme 
** 60% of the total attributable to the Access Course 
Student (summary data) factor descriptions 
Course costs: 
Course fees 
Fee payable by the student in order to study the Access Course (E595 for the year). 
Travel 
Based on travel fares per week 
- 
E2 x3 days (0) multiplied by 34 weeks (E204). 
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Equipment 
General stationery expenses of approximately E50 for the year. 
Crbche 
E204 per year using the College's subsidised facilities. 
Course benefits: 
Graduate earninqs attributable to Access Course 
Based on graduate earnings figure of E16,725 in year 5 multiplied by a percentage of those 
earnings that were considered to be attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E10,035 in year 
5). 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Graduate earninns attributable to qualitv assurance mechanisms 
Percentage of the graduate earnings attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E6,021 in year 
5). 
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5.1.4 Case D (summary data) 
Providing institution 
- 
contextual information 
This providing institution was situated in the South East of England. It was a large general 
college of further education offering a wide range of vocational provision ranging from 
foundation to elements of degree and postgraduate level study. It was based on three main 
sites, all within a few miles of each other. The majority of learners at the college came from the 
local area surrounding the college. There were around 28,000 students enrolled on 
programmes of study at the college 
- 
the majority of these were studying on a part-time basis. 
Progression for learners at this providing institution tended to be employment, enrolment on 
franchised elements of degree programmes at the college, or progression to the local higher 
education institution. 
The Access programme case study offered by this college was a one year full-time programme 
developed to provide those with no formal qualifications the opportunity to progress to a degree 
or diploma in the Business Studies area. Learners on this course studied a core programme, 
which was common to all Access Courses offered by the college. In addition, students were 
required to choose specialist, business-related, options including economics, marketing and 
had the opportunity to study a foreign language. Upon completion of the course the majority of 
learners progressed to other, usually degree level, provision offered at either a nearby college 
or the local university 
- 
of which the college was an associate member. At enrolment 17 
students entered the programme, 13 completed with the award of Access Certificate. All 13 of 
these students indicated their intention to progress to the higher education institution case study 
detailed on page 144. Summary data for providing institution V is provided in Table 5.10. 
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Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Course provision E244,170 Funding F-252,269 
Fees EO 
Registration E5,300 
Total E244,170 Total F-257,569 
Net benefit of Access Course E13,399 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership : EO 
Recognition EO 
Reg istration/certif ication EO 
Panel staffing F-3,754 
Catering E49 
Moderators fees EO 
Documentation E50 
Programme development E3,754 
Administration (prog. dev. ) El 00 
Management (prog. dev. ) E313 
Total F-8,020 Total EO 
Net cost of Quality Assurance mechanisms E8,020 
Table 5.10: Providing institution 'D'summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except programme 
teaching hours and number of moderators). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life span'. Yearly totals have been 
brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
Providing institution (summary data) factor descriptions 
Revalidation quality assurance costs: 
AVA Membership / Recognition / Reqistration &Certification 
Provision of staff for moderation duties (2). It was usually the case in this AVA that services 
provided by an Access Course providing institution would equal the services received (in terms 
of moderation duties etc) from other providing institutions/members of the AVA. 
Panel staffinq 
The number of staff from the providing institution involved with the panel in addition to those 
teaching on the programme (12), multiplied by the hours spent at panel (3), multiplied by the 
average hourly salary (E62.50) (E2,250 in year 1). 
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Catering 
Figure provided by Access Course Manager (E30) 
- 
per review period. 
Moderators' fees 
For this programme 1 moderator was required. A moderator would be supplied from one other 
Institution within the AVA as a 'payment in kind'for services received by them. 
Documentation 
Course documents required by AVA for the panel meeting (15) multiplied by the cost per 
document (photocopying/binding etc) (E2) (E30 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Prociramme developmen 
Number of teaching staff involved in the quality assurance/development of the programme (12) 
multiplied by the hours spent on development and at panel (6), multiplied by the average hourly 
salary (E62.50) (E4,500 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Administrative (Procz. dev. ) 
Administrative cost of producing programme documentation. Hours spent on development (10) 
multiplied by number of administrators (1), multiplied by cost per hour (M) (E6O in year 1) 
- 
per 
review period. 
Manaqement Iproq. dev. ) 
Number of management staff involved in course development (1) multiplied by number of 
hours involved (3 
- 
consists of 3 hours at panel) multiplied by cost per hour (E62.50) (E187.50 
In year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Course costs: 
Course Provision 
Annual staffing costs (EI5,000,000 
- 
figure provided by Access Manager/Dean of School) 
divided by the Institutions annual teaching hours (240000 
- 
figure provided by Access 
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Manager/Dean of School) (E62.50), multiplied by the programme teaching hours (578 hours) 
(E36,125 In year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Course benefits: 
Fundinq 
This figure was the funding unit price ( E20.50 per unit) multiplied by the number of funding 
units gained (1500) (E30,750 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Reciistration 
The course registration fee paid by the student to register on the course (E38) per year, 
multiplied by the number of students on the course (17) (E646 in year 1). 
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Higher Education institution 
- 
contextual information 
This institution was a post-1992 university. It was, geographically, the closest university to the 
Access Course providing institution. It drew its student population from, in the main, the 
surrounding area and was located on a number of sites within the region. Provision ranged from 
Diploma programmes of study to first degree and postgraduate work. The university had a 
student population of around 14,000, the majority of which were enrolled on undergraduate 
programmes of study. Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data indicated that the most 
popular programmes of study, in terms of student numbers, were subjects allied to medicine, 
engineering and technology, and business/administrative study programmes (Higher Education 
Statistics Agency, 1996). 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
AVA membership EO Funding for student* : E212,448 
Time spent in preparation and Moderation expenses f- 0 
at panel E497 
Time moderating E5907 
National Framework E429 
Total C6,833 Total E212,448 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms C205,615 
Table 5.11: Higher Education institution 'D' summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values per annum (or course review period except the number of 
moderators and students accepted to this HE] from the Access Course). Figures have been calculated over a 10-year 'life 
span'. Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. *Accepted to this higher 
education institution from the case study Access Course. 
Higher Education (summary data) factor descriptions 
Quality assurance costs: 
AVA membership 
Provision of services to AVA (consisted of supplying staff to Chair panel meetings and to 
moderate Access Courses). 
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Time spent in preparation and at panel 
Time spent by representative in preparation for panel 
- 
1.5 hours reading documentation + time 
spent at panel 
-3 hours (4.5 hours) multiplied by the average hourly salary of the 
representative (E60) (270 in year 1) 
- 
per review period. 
Time moderatinq 
Total time spent moderating the programme 
- 
figure provided by HE institution moderator: 3 
visits approx. 4 hours each (12 hours) multiplied by average hourly salary of HE representative 
(E60) (E720 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Fundinq for students 
This was calculated by taking the number of students accepted from this Access programme to 
this particular HE institution (13), multiplied by average student funding amount (E2,200) 
(E28,600 in year 1) 
- 
per annum. 
Moderators expense 
No moderator expenses were paid, therefore nil in this case. 
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Student 
- 
contextual information 
This 20-year-old male learner left school with a small number of GCSE passes. He had worked 
full-time since leaving school but now wished to expand his employment opportunities by 
eventually studying for a degree at a local higher education provider. Unlike other case study 
learners, this student had moved from full-time to part-time employment in order to study the 
Access programme. This had cost and benefit implications for the model, as shown in Table 
5.12, below. 
Course costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Earnings foregone F-2,1 00 Travel allowance EO 
Fees F- 0 Graduate earnings attributable 
Travel E122 to Access Course* F68,048 
Equipment F50 
Creche E204 
Total F-2,476 Total E68,048 
Net benefit of Access Course E65,572 
Quality Assurance mechanism costs and benefits 
Costs Benefits 
Graduate earnings attributable 
to QA mechanisms** E40,829 
Total EO Total E40,829 
Net benefit of Quality Assurance mechanisms E40,829 
Table 5.12: Student 'D' summary data 
All figures are based on a 2.5% increase in component values, where applicable, per annurn (or course review period). 
Figures have been calculated over a 10-year'life span' (except graduate earnings figures 
- 
where a 20-year'working lifetime' 
figure has been used). Yearly totals have been brought back to present value by using a discount factor of 10%. 
60% of the total attributable to the degree programme 
** 60% of the total attributable to the Access Course 
Student (summary data) factor descriptions 
Course costs: 
Earninqs foreqone 
This was the earnings element lost by the student as a result of enrolling and studying on the 
Access programme. Because of the time commitment required for the course, this learner 
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moved from working on a full-time basis (35 hours per week at a rate of pay of E3.25 per hour), 
to working on a part-time basis (16 hours per week at the same rate of pay). Therefore, his 
earnings foregone element had been calculated as the difference in hours (35 
- 
16 = 19 hours 
foregone) multiplied by the rate of pay (19 x E3.25 = E61.75). This was then multiplied by the 
number of weeks in the academic year to reflect the total earnings foregone figure for this 
student (E61.75 x 34 weeks = E2,1 00). It may be reasonable to continue the earnings foregone 
element throughout the time spent on HE study. The effect of this is discussed further in 
section 5.2.1 
- 
Sensitivity Analysis. 
Fees 
Course fees were waived for this student because of his low income. 
Travel 
Based on bus fares per week 
- 
E1.20 x3 days (E3.60) multiplied by 34 weeks (Ell 22.40). 
Equipment 
General stationery expenses of approximately E50 for the year. 
Course benefits: 
Graduate earninas attributable to Access Course 
Based on graduate earnings figure of E16,725 in year 5 multiplied by a percentage of those 
earnings that were considered to be attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E10,035 in year 
5). 
Quality assurance benefits: 
Graduate earnings attributable to quality assurance mechanisms 
Percentage of the graduate earnings attributable to the Access Course (60%) (E6,021 in year 
5). 
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6.2 Consolidation of cost-benefit data 
By consolidating the net benefit figures of the different actors within the 4 case studies, a 
comparison could be made between them (see Table 5: 13, overleaf). It was also possible to 
establish across the three actor groups, and within the case studies chosen, that the total 
course net benefit figure of E15,886 was substantially lower than the overall quality assurance 
net benefit figure of E576,243. A key reason for this might have been the lack of costs incurred 
by the HE actors and the substantial benefits they gained. A substantial benefit of participation 
in the quality assurance mechanisms for HE actors was the funding they received through 
attracting the Access Course students from the linked case study courses onto programmes 
offered at the HE institutions. The sensitivity of these figures, and the variables upon which 
they are calculated, are discussed in the following section (5.2.1 
- 
Sensitivity analysis). 
Table 5.13 indicates that, given the initial data provided by the actors themselves, some gained 
financially far less than others. Providing institution C accumulated a course net cost of 
- 
E226,427 by the end of the 1 0-year life span of the model. The reason for this large cost of the 
course could be as a result of the figures used in the model. Whilst efforts where made to 
obtain accurate data from the providing institution concerned, in some instances these figures 
may have been indicative rather than precise amounts. In addition, the Access programme 
within this case study was not typical of the Access provision offered at the providing institution. 
The majority of Access programmes at the institution were large multi-modular programmes, 
which enabled efficiency gains to be made by linking modules together across 
subject/discipline areas. The case study Access programme was a much smaller free-standing 
course that had no links (in terms of resources) with other programmes. As a result, the cost of 
provision, according to the calculation methods used, was much higher for this course than 
other programmes. 
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Actor Course Net Cost/Benefit Quality Assurance Net 
Cost/Benefit 
Providing institution A E33,184 
-E39,844 
Providing institution B E74,322 
- 
F-24,574 
Providing institution C E226,427 
-E25,785 
Providing institution D F-1 3,399 
- 
E8,020 
HEI A 
- 
E205,098 
HEI B 
- 
E74,565 
HEI C 
- 
F-25,872 
HEI D 
- 
E205,615 
Student A F68,902 F-40,829 
Student B E68,500 F-40,829 
Student C E67,078 E40,829 
Student D E65,572 E40,829 
TOTAL E115,886 E576,243 
Table 5: 13 Cost-benefit consolidation figures (Providing institution and HEI data 
- 
calculated 
over a 10-year period. Student data 
- 
calculated over a 20-year period) 
In the case of providing institution C the key figures (i. e. the most substantial ones) were the 
cost of course provision, funding and development costs. These figures consisted of 
calculations of such factors as. 
funding unit price; 
hours spent on course development (teaching staff/admin. staff/management); 
institutional staffing costs; 
institutional teaching hours; and 
programme teaching hours. 
As these figures had the most influence, in terms of costs and benefits in the model, they were 
the focus of the sensitivity analysis below. 
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5.2.1 Sensitivity analysis 
Providing institutions 
The sensitivity of the eventual net benefit figure could be gauged if the above factors were 
increased or decreased by a percentage amount such as 10%. For example, the figure 
provided for institutional teaching hours would be increased in year 1 by 10% and then by the 
incremental amount in subsequent years (2.5%). The result of this analysis is shown in Table 
5: 14. 
Factor increased by 10% Decreased by 10% 
QA Course QA Course 
Funding unit price 
-E25,785 -: E202,317 -E25,785 -E250,536 (+/- 10% = 2.38) 
Total funding units 
-E25,785 -E202,326 -E25,785 -E250,528 
gained(+/- 10% =1 31) 
Hrs spent on development: 
-E26,740 -E226,427 -E24,830 -E226,427 
teaching staff(+/- 10% = 1) 
Hrs spent on development: 
-E25,797 -E226,427 -E25,744 -E226,427 
admin. staff(+/- 10% = 1) 
Hrs spent on development. 
-F-25,849 -E226,427 -E25,722 -E226,427 
Management 
(+/- 10% = A) 
Institutional staffing costs 
-E27,185 -E273,994 -E24,385 -El 78,860 (+/- 10% = 1964400) 
Institutional teaching hours 
-E24,512 -El 83,184 -E27,341 -E279,279 
1(+/- 10% 20600) 
Programme teaching 
-E25,785 -E273,994 -F-25,785 -El 78,860 
hours(+/- 10% =73.8) 
Table 5: 14 Sensitivity analysis 
- 
Providing institution Case C factors 
Table 5: 14 shows that quality assurance costs were most sensitive to changes in hours spent 
on development of the course (teaching staff), institutional staffing costs and institutional 
teaching hours. A reduction in institutional teaching hours made course provision less 
expensive and also reduced the cost per hour of teaching staff time 
- 
which was used to 
calculate the cost of developing the course and the time spent at panel. These factors also had 
some influential effect upon the net benefit of the Access Course. 
Earlier in this chapter, it was suggested that if the time spent at panel and time spent in course 
development was 'personal time', then this could be valued at approximately half of salaried or 
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contracted time (see page 106). If this had been applied to case study 'A' providing institution it 
would have reduced the cost of the quality assurance mechanisms from E39,844 to E29,031. 
However, this calculation would ascribe all course development costs to the external quality 
assurance mechanisms 
- 
some course development procedures may have been college- 
based. This is discussed further in Chapter 6: Conclusions. 
In addition, all case study providing institutions indicated that an approximate measure of the 
hourly rate for development/provision costs was to divide institutional teaching costs by 
institutional teaching hours. However, an alternative approach would be to take an average 
lecturer salary divided by the number of contracted contact hours to arrive at an hourly rate. 
Table 5.15, below, shows the results of using this method for all case study providing 
institutions based upon an average salary of F-25,000 divided by 16 hours per week contact 
time (calculated over a 34-week academic year). 
Providing 
institution 
Revised 
hourly rate 
Net Cost/Benefit 
Access Course 
Net Cost/Benefit 
Quality Assurance 
A E45.95 El 92,500 
-E29,958 
B E45.95 E72,888 
-E20,957 
C E45.95 
-E2,660 -El 8,530 
D E45.95 E60,281 
-F5,949 
Table 5: 15 Revisecl course provision1development costs 
- 
providing institutions 
Using the above method would have drastically reduced the net cost of the Access Course for 
providing institution 'C' (a difference in cost of E223,767). It would also have returned a greatly 
increased benefit figure for all other providing institutions. The issue of calculating 'staffing 
costs' and their substantial effect upon the model is discussed in Chapter 6: Conclusions. 
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Students 
Changes made to other variables may also have an effect on a stakeholder's net cost or benefit 
figure. For example, in Chapter 4: Methods, it was noted that the 'value' of the Access Course's 
external quality assurance mechanisms, in assisting a student to gain graduate employment, 
may be considerably below the figure of 60% used in the model. Using case 'C' as an example, 
if the 'value' of the quality assurance mechanisms was taken to be a 30% contributory factor to 
graduate earnings, the effect upon the model would be to reduce the subsequent total benefit 
gained by the student from the external quality assurance mechanisms (from E40,829 at 60% 
of the figure attributable to the Access Course, to E20,415 at 30%). 
Other variables that may change within the model include the earnings foregone variable 
present in case V, which may continue throughout the student's time spent on HE level study 
following completion of the Access Course. Using case V as an example, if the earnings 
foregone by the student were to continue within the model from year 2 to year 5 (to cover the 
average time spent on a degree programme 
-4 years), the effect upon the model would be to 
decrease the eventual net benefit received by the student as a result of studying the Access 
Course (from E65,572 to E58,51 0). The effect on the IRR would also be to reduce it from 76% 
to 51 %. 
Using other discipline areas and student circumstances would also alter the net benefit figure 
and IRR. Table 5.1 on page 109 shows the many decisions that could have been taken by a 
learner prior to, and post, Access Course enrolment. For example, a decision might have been 
made to give up full-time employment in order to study. An implication of this would be that the 
student would incur an earnings foregone figure whilst undertaking the Access Course and 
subsequent Degree programme (similar to that incurred by case study V student, above). 
However, the earnings foregone element could reasonably be extended throughout the working 
life of the student, because had it not been for the Access Course and subsequent study 
intervention, the student would have continued with their previous employment. Therefore, if all 
other variables remained the same, based on case study V student data and an earnings 
foregone element of E8,000, the result would be to return a net cost figure of E21,082 and 
return an IRR of 
-3.3%. 
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Some students may have shorter or longer working lifetimes dependant on their age upon 
enrolment. The traditionally (i. e. over 21 years of age) mature profile of Access students 
(discussed earlier in this chapter) indicates that for some a working lifetime of 15 years may be 
more appropriate. Using case V student as an example, if all other variables remained the 
same, would return a net benefit for the Access programme of E51,820, based on an earnings 
foregone element of E2,1 00. Alternatively, a longer working lifetime may be more appropdate. 
Steel & Sausman (1997) indicate that of all the students entering HE, many are under the age 
of 30 (see page 111 of this chapter). Using a working lifetime of 30 years would return a net 
benefit for the Access programme of E82,021. 
Also, data indicating the progression routes of graduates shows that of those looking for 
employment, a proportion of these are still without a job some months later. The Higher 
Education Statistics Agency (HESA) publishes annually the number of graduates seeking work 
and the number who have entered employment or followed other progression routes (HESA, 
1999). At present the model assumes a graduate will enter employment directly following 
completion of their course. This may not always be the case 
- 
HESA data indicate that a 
proportion of students obtaining a degree are still seeking work approximately a year later 
(HESA, 1999: 20). The implications for the model of this scenario would be to effectively 
reduced the working lifetime of the model for the student 
- 
instead of graduate earnings 
applying in year 5, they would apply from year 6 onwards. Using case 'D' student as an 
example, if all other variables remained the same, would return a net benefit for the Access 
programme of E57,226. 
An additional variable element could also be the Access Course and subsequent Degree 
subject studied as this might have an effect on eventual earnings. Using a recent study, 
percentage differences in salary levels for differing Degree subjects have been used in order to 
calculate the potential different net benefits and IRRs for Access Course students (Belfield et 
al, 1997). 
In their study Belfield et al (1997) indicated, inter alia, that male and female salary levels were 
different across subjects, they varied across degree class, and might even be influenced by the 
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status of the degree-awarding institution. However, these figures were used as broad indicators 
of the salary differences across subjects. The figures used were the average male/female 
salary per subject category one-year after graduation3, and from these an average was 
established across subjects. From this figure deviations from the average, in percentage terms, 
were also established. For example, the average salary for computer sciences was El 3,552 for 
males and El 5,384 for females (1991 figures), which produced a grouped average across male 
and female of E14,468. Applied to the average graduate salary across all subjects of F-12,728, 
produced a figure for computer sciences of 13.6% above the average. Psychology had an 
average salary of E12,008,5.6% below the average, and Philosophy had an average salary of 
El 0,352,18.6% below the average. Applied to the model, these differences in salary level had 
an impact on the net benefit and IRR figures, as shown in Table 5.16, below. 
The model used the average salary figure for 1997 of E16,725 (Association of Graduate 
Recruiters, 1997). The above percentage differences attributable to the individual subject areas 
produced the results displayed in Table 5: 16, based on case study student 'D' data. 
Subject Average Difference Revised Net Net IRR AC 
salary from salary benefit benefit 
average AC QA 
Computer 
sciences F-16,725 13.6% El 8,999 E74,825 E46,381 80.6% 
Philosophy E16,725 
-18.6% EI 3,614 E52,915 E33,235 69.8% 
Psychology E16,725 
-5.6% F-1 5,788 E61,760 E38,542 74% 
Table 5: 16 Earnings differences for subject studied 
Higher Education 
Case study higher education institutions all gained substantial benefits as a result of their 
patcipation in the quality assurance mechanisms. However, it could be argued that the 
majority of the benefit element accrued would have been cancelled out by the costs associated 
with teaching the former Access students when they progressed to the HE institution. It was 
further argued that this was factored by the Higher Education Funding Council when they 
calculated the 'teaching' funding amount to award to HE institutions. Essentially, a matching 
Belfield et al (1997) Appendix 4-. Salary levels by subject, p22. 
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exercise took place where the funding element awarded equalled the perceived teaching costs. 
An alternative scenario, supported by some representatives of the HE institutions, involved 
taking only a proportion of the student enrolments (on HE programmes) as providing the benefit 
of participation in the Access Course quality assurance mechanisms. One representative 
(associated with case study 'D) suggested that out of the 13 students enrolled at the institution, 
using this method, 3 might be taken as the benefit element of association with the Access 
Course's quality assurance mechanisms. This would reduce the benefit figure within the model, 
for this case study actor, from E205,615 to E42,524, if all other variables remained the same. 
Some HE institutions indicated that because they had relatively low baseline funding for course 
provision from the Higher Education Funding Council, this effectively matched the tuition fees 
element they received from Local Education Authorities. As a result many institutions 
(particularly post-1992 organisations who traditionally had lower levels of funding than more 
established universities) could expand their student numbers up to the limit of their existing 
capacity. This point was also raised in a Coopers and Lybrand evaluation of funding carried out 
for the Funding Council in 1995 (Higher Education Funding Council for England, 1995). 
Additionally, the relatively small number of Access students progressing to HE institutions 
allowed them to be viewed as adding relatively little to the total costs of programme provision. 
However, the beneficial effect of this option was reduced for some case study institutions as 
they had higher levels of unit funding from the Funding Council per student than that provided 
by tuition fees and relatively higher numbers of Access entrants. Therefore, whilst this 
approach may have been prima facie beneficial to all case study HE institutions, the beneficial 
effect may have been mitigated by varying course or programme costs. 
Further, because of the 'contract' between the Funding Council and the HE institution any 
deviation (on the part of the HE institution) from mutually agreed student numbers resulted in 
the imposition of financial penalties in the form of a reduction in current and subsequent 
funding. The implications for the model of this scenario would be to substantially reduce, or 
cancel out completely, the current benefit figure for HE institutions as this is solely dependant 
upon student funding. 
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5.3 Additional factors 
In addition to the more quantifiable cost and benefit factors, others emerged as a result of the 
research 
- 
such as influence on the Access programme. Further questioning of key actors, 
framed as: Mat would your institution lose if it were not a member of an AVA? 'provided the 
following responses: 
influence on local Access provision would be lost; 
there would be less opportunity to develop and improve links with FE colleges and 
build up trust with them; 
membership of an AVA may improve recruitment; 
staff development oppoitunities would be lost; 
external quality assurance mechanisms for Access required that certain provision, such 
as study skills, was adequately provided in the Access programme. This 'reassures' 
HEls and may have some effect on the retention and eventual achievement of the 
Access student at the HEI; and 
AVA membership provides a 'route for keeping up to date with what's happening fin 
Access]. ' 
Three of the most important areas outlined above were developed further by testing their 
validity with a number of different HEls. These three areas were: 
recruitment; 
retention/achievement; and 
staff development/networking opportunities. 
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All the HEI staff members contacted agreed that these areas were influenced by the external 
quality assurance mechanisms and had some beneficial effect for the HEI 
- 
but they found it 
very difficult to measure their effects in a quantifiable way. Part of the problem was the lack of 
a control group with which to compare the data and also that the influence of the external 
mechanisms would 'vary so much [across courses and with individuals]. ' 
Many respondents felt that through their membership of an AVA and their participation in 
validation activities they were able to develop formal and informal links between Access 
Courses and the HEL Some felt that there was a positive correlation between the number of 
hours given up by staff members to the external quality assurance mechanisms and the 
number of Access students recruited. This was affirmed by a HEI Access Officer who stated: 
ý.. our input has dropped 
- 
into the external quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
because we no 
longer have as many fixed-fink Access programmes. If you add up all the hours put in by 
members of staff to those courses it would probably have been higher than it is now with very 
few fixed-link courses. ' An Access Co-ordinator at another HEI commented that the level of 
influence on recruitment of the external quality assurance would additionally depend on the 
processes of the AVA concerned and the value of recruitment benefits could even 'vary within 
an AVA 
- 
never mind within the National Framework! ' The publication of 'Access Course 
Directories' and issuing of credit statements/records of achievement by AVAs also benefited 
the HEI in terms of recruitment as they lessened the burden of recruitment activity carried out 
by the HE[ in matching up appropriately qualified students to appropriate courses. One HEI 
contact commented that: 'The information within these data sources [Access Course 
Directories, credit statements, records of achievement] is of great value as they detail the 
course content, structure, contact hours, and provide contact names and addresses. ' 
With all three of the identified areas of recruitment, retention/achievement, and staff 
development/networking the level of benefit of the external mechanisms experienced by the 
HEI was dependent upon how well developed their internal quality assurance processes and 
procedures were. For example, recruitment activity may be focused outside of that offered 
through the AVA and National Framework. As a result the external mechanisms may have little 
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or no additional benefit for the HEL This was highlighted by an Access Officer: 'Because our 
recruitment strategy is quite good the effect of the external mechanisms is negligible. For 
example, we have very strong links with associate colleges, we invite students in and provide 
them with associate student status (i. e. those of linked colleges) which allows them to use the 
library and computing facilities and introduces them to the Higher Education environment. They 
are given a great deal of guidance by us as to the "correct" route they should take through HE' 
One HE[ involved with the research held a dominant position within its local AVA as it was the 
only University member. As a result communication between the HEI and the Access Course 
providing institutions took place very frequently (through attendance at panels and moderation 
activities) but also outside of this external quality assurance activity. For all the HEls the 
involvement with the AVA was therefore part of a wider strategy for developing links with FE, 
and the impact of the AVA's mechanisms would depend upon the scale of the HEls wider 
strategy of integration with FE. 
Nevertheless, bearing in mind the above comments, when asked how much of the recruitment 
of Access students was as a result of the external quality assurance mechanisms all the HEI 
staff members provided percentages (when urged to do so) ranging from 0 to 60% 
Additional problems encountered with retention/achievement tended to focus around the 
differences encountered across subject areas 
- 
Law and Science commonly being cited as 
examples. One Access Officer found it difficult to ascribe a value, adding: '... the students from 
Access programmes are among those we retain. Therefore there is an effect on 
retentionlachievement but I'm not prepared to put it into numbers or percentages. It would be 
very variable across courses. ' Following consideration of these difficulties other HEI 
representatives provided a range of 0 to 60% beneficial influence on retention/achievement of 
the external quality assurance mechanisms. 
In terms of staff development an indication as to its importance was gained through an 
examination of the panel evaluation sheets from a case study AVA. 68 evaluation sheets were 
analysed and of those 37 respondents had never attended a panel before and 31 had. 97% of 
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those who had not attended a panel and 84% of those who had, believed it had been a useful 
staff development activity. Also 92% and 100% respectively were clear about the panel 
processes (see Appendix 6- Analysis of evaluation forms). This suggested that the most 'value' 
of the panel process in terms of, for example, professional development was achieved in the 
first few hours of exposure (4-5 hours for an Access panel). 
The level of benefit gained in terms of staff development/networking activities can vary 
'-depending on the job the member of staff involved has in the University. ' One University 
Dean of School argued that a course administrator or manager may be required as part of 
his/her job to be knowledgeable in q6ality assurance issues. This could be gained through 
attending internal panels, representing the University within national bodies etc. However, 
academics might not spend as much time, or might not be available to spend as much time, on 
quality assurance related issues. 'Therefore for these members of staff the external 
mechanisms will be of great benefit as they will provide the major source of staff development. '
Despite this, the staff development/networking benefit of the external quality assurance 
mechanisms was felt to be quite small 
- 
ranging from 0 to 20%. Commenting on this low figure 
one Access Officer said that this was because staff development/networking was the result of 
various activities and not just those initiated by the AVA. However, the cost-effectiveness of the 
AVAs activities were noted: '... if we werent going to [the AM]_ to get this information we 
would have to spend at least the same time going to conferences and workshops 
- 
which would 
cost more than that in terms of fees and travel than the E200 membership [of the A VAI 
... 
The 
benerits of the work outweigh the costs of having to get it other ways. I 
Without exception, the questions that focused on staff development/networking benefits 
produced the most lengthy responses, although some respondents still had difficulty in 
quantifying these benefits. To explore this area further the respondents were presented with 
Figure 5: 2. This was adapted from Drummond's model, used in health-care scenarios to 
establish the beneficial effect, in terms of Quality Adjusted Life Years (QALYs) a patient may 
expect to gain from a given treatment (Drummond, 1987). 
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Benefit for Benefit for 
experienced staff inexperienced staff 
Benefit 
index 
0 
5 10 20.30 40 
Time (hours) 
No longer any value added 
of QA mechanisms 
Figure 5: 2 Maximum value-added of the extemal quality assurance mechanisms to staff 
developmentInetworking 
Figure 5: 2 suggests that following a number of 'hours of exposure' to the external quality 
assurance mechanisms the benefit, in terms of staff development/networking would lail' or 
'level' off. The number of hours at which maximum value would be added, in terms of staff 
development/networking would be within a range that depended upon the individual staff 
member's experience of internal and external quality assurance mechanisms. These levels of 
experience were set out as: 
1. A staff member inexperienced in internal (HE) and external (sub-degree) quality 
assurance (e. g. a new recruit); 
2. A staff member inexperienced in internal (HE) quality assurance; 
3. A staff member experienced in internal (HE) quality assurance; 
4. A staff member inexperienced in external (sub-degree) quality assurance; 
5. A staff member experienced in external (sub-degree) quality assurance; and 
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6. A staff member inexperienced in both internal (HE) and external (sub-degree) quality 
assurance. 
All respondents agreed that the maximum added value to staff development of participation in 
the external quality assurance mechanisms would decrease with the staff members level of 
experience of quality assurance processes. However, many added to this that there would be 
additional hours of involvement per year to keep informed with Access developments as '... 
the nature of Access development is constantly changing' and by giving up a number of 
residual hours per year to the external mechanisms it '... facilitates networking and [helps us 
to] keep informed of current practices. 
The maximum value adding 'hours of exposure'to the external mechanisms ranged from 5 for 
experienced members of staff to 40 for non-experienced staff. The residual hours per year (the 
number of hours exposure required to keep up-to-date with the quality assurance mechanisms) 
ranged from 2 to 16 for experienced to non-experienced staff. As staff members became more 
experienced their residual hours of exposure per year would drop to that of experienced staff. 
The result of this is shown as Figure 5: 3. 
1 
Benefit 
index 
0 
Benefit from residual hours of 
exposure (experienced staff) per 
year 
Benefit from residual 
hours of exposure 
(inexperienced stafl) per 
year 
Figure 5: 3 Value-added of the extemal quality assurance mechanisms to staff 
developmentInetworking with residual hours of exposure 
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Chapter 6 
6. Conclusions 
Access education is very diverse in provision, subject area and method of 
validation/recognition (Davies, 1994; Reynolds, 1996). However, commonalities were found 
between four differing case study courses validated by three AVAs and a model was built to 
highlight general costs and benefits of quality assurance procedures. Chapter 5: Findings, 
showed the consolidated results of an analysis of the four case study courses 
- 
this has been 
reproduced as Table 6: 1, below. 
Actor Course Net Cost/Benefit Quality Assurance N 
Cost/Benefit 
Providing institution A F-33,184 
-E39,844 
Providing institution B E74,322 
- 
E24,424 
Providing institution C E226,427 
-E25,785 
Providing institution D F-1 3,399 
- 
F-8,020 
HEI A 
- 
F-205,098 
HEI B 
- 
F74,565 
HEI C 
- 
E25,872 
HEI D 
- 
F-205,615 
Student A E68,902 F-40,829 
Student B E68,500 E40,829 
Student C E67,078 E40,829 
Student D E65,572 F-42,055 
TOTAL El 5,886 E576,243 
Table 6., 1 Gost-benetit consolidation figures (Providing institution and HEI data 
- 
calculated over 
a 10-year period. Student data 
- 
calculated over a 20-year period) 
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6.1 Providing institutions 
Overall, using the calculations outlined in Chapter 4: Methods, the providing institutions had no 
direct, financial, benefit of the external quality assurance mechanisms as all cases returned a 
negative net benefit figure for the quality assurance mechanisms. However, it was argued that 
without the external quality assurance mechanisms the institutions would not receive any FEFC 
funding for Access provision. Given this argument, the net cost of the external quality 
assurance mechanisms could be lessened if the calculations were based upon the discounted 
net benefit of the Access Course minus that of the external quality assurance mechanisms. 
Using this method resulted in Case A producing a net cost of the. quality assurance 
mechanisms of E6,660. In Case D, the benefit figure for the providing institution was E5,379, 
although in the remaining case studies the costs far exceeded the benefits for both the external 
quality assurance mechanisms and the Access Courses themselves. This indicated that these 
particular Access Course case studies were expensive in terms of running costs (expenditure 
exceeded income). However, the model for the providing institution was based on limited, 
easily measured, financial factors 
- 
the beneficial effect in terms of esteem, curriculum 
development/staff development, networking opportunities for the providing institution and the 
beneficial effects on other types of provision were not factored. Essentially, the costs were 
usually more easily quantified in monetary terms than the benefits. Nevertheless, the model 
was welcomed as a useful indicator of the main cost and benefit areas involved in Access 
Course provision and its quality assurance. 
Additionally, Chapter 5: Findings discussed different methods of calculating 'running costs' 
- 
which for the providing institutions consisted of course development and course provision 
costs. Phelps (1996) indicated that development time should be costed at half that of core 
contact time. However, this method was based on the assumption that course development 
activities took place outside of the usual working day and, as a result, the number of hours 
contact time undertaken by the tutor was not affected. This was an inappropriate method for the 
teaching staff involved with the case study providing institutions, as development time was part 
of the contracted contact time. For example, if a tutor was contracted to undertake 16 hours per 
week teaching and teaching-related activities, 3 hours of that may have been assigned by the 
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providing institution to course development activities. 
Given the actual figures used in the providing institutions' calculations, it was interesting to note 
the difference between the course net benefit and the quality assurance net benefit. Table 6: 2 
shows the quality assurance net benefit expressed as a percentage of the course net benefit in 
the four case study providing institutions. 
Actor Course Net 
Cost/Benefit 
Quality Assurance Net 
Cost/Benefit as a percentage of 
the Course Net Cost/Benefit 
Providing institution A E33,184 120% 
Providing institution B E74,322 33% 
Providing institution C E226,427 11% 
Providing institution D El 3,399 60% 
Table 6: 2 Providing institutions' quality assurance net benerit 
The above table clearly shows that Case A had the largest quality assurance cost expressed as 
a percentage of the course net cost/benefit. In addition, the results indicated a relationship 
between the quality assurance figures and the Access Course figures 
- 
effectively, the higher 
the percentage, the lower the course costs. Expressed another way, the analysis showed that 
high course costs were mitigated by low quality assurance costs. The average figure for quality 
assurance net benefit was 56% of course costs. Case D showed a quality assurance net benefit 
figure of 60% 
- 
well over half of the course net benefit. However, data for case D was 
fragmentary and based upon figures received from a limited number of sources. Further detail 
in this case study could reduce the net benefit figure for quality assurance in line with other 
cases. 
Table 6: 2 shows the wide differences in course net cost/benefit figures. These differences 
indicated the contrasts in types of provision, their varying related costs, and the fragmentary 
and variable data available relating to case study factors. In addition, the less quantifiable 
nature of some benefits of the quality assurance mechanisms might have assisted in 
maintaining these wide differences. Related to this, was the actual method of calculating the 
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'staffing costs' element. Chapter 5: Findings indicated that by using an alternative method of 
calculating staffing costs, the Access Course costs and quality assurance costs could be 
substantially reduced (see page 151). However, during the data-gathering phase of the 
research, all of the providing institutions indicated their preference for the approach actually 
used (institutional costs divided by institutional teaching hours). A key reason put forward for 
using this method was that it provided a general indicator of institutional teaching costs. This 
broad approach to costing indicated that Access provision was seen by these institutions as 
core provision. The marginal approach, whereby the course was seen as an additional element 
to the main provision (and was therefore costed separately) was not the favoured approach by 
these providing institutions. Nevertheless, the model was produced to accommodate the two 
different approaches. 
As the providing institutions all returned large net costs in terms of Access Course provision 
(based on the calculation methods used), this clearly showed that the funding received for 
these courses was inadequate as it did not cover the costs incurred. Since the research began, 
more complex funding mechanisms have developed. These have been matched by costing 
mechanisms in providing institutions, which more accurately show, and disaggregate further 
than was the case in the research, the cost elements of course provision. 
6.2 Higher Education Institutions 
HEI actors involved with the research achieved better returns than the providing institutions. In 
the main, benefits to the HEI actors took the form of additional students attracted to their own 
HE provision following completion by the student of the case study Access Course. It was 
considered reasonable to include this as a benefit for the HEI (in terms of fee income 
generated by the additional student numbers) as it was unlikely that the Access student would 
have entered HE had it not been for the Access Course and its associated, HE influenced, 
quality assurance mechanisms. It has been discussed in Chapter 5: Findings, that this variable 
could be altered within the model in consideration of teaching costs within HE. 
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It was possible that Access students from Access Courses outside of the case study course and 
the associated AVA could enter the case study HEI at no cost to that HEI, in terms of 
commitment to the Access Courses' quality assurance processes. This could have reduced the 
beneficial element attached to the case study Access students as, by virtue of the cost of 
involvement for the HEI, they were viewed as more expensive students than those from other 
Access Courses. However, some HEI actors stated that Access students from courses 
associated with their institution (through the external quality assurance mechanisms) did fare 
better in terms of retention rates and HE programme achievement. 
The analysis showed positive quality assurance net benefit figures for all the case study HEls 
- 
ranging from E25,872 to E205,615. This return for the HEI in terms of time commitment and 
other resourcing given to the external quality assurance mechanisms of Access Courses could 
appear, prima facie, profitable for the HEI concerned 
- 
although other forms of investment in 
student recruitment might provide an even greater return. For example, the production and 
circulation of a user-friendly prospectus, and the development of a web-based approach to 
marketing courses may encourage more students to enrol irrespective of the HEls involvement 
in Access quality assurance. However, a major weakness of these approaches to recruitment 
would be that the more personal touch, that involvement in the external quality assurance 
mechanisms brings, could potentially be lost. In addition, they would remove the HEls ability to 
influence the Access Courses development and provision in line with its own requirements. 
6.3 Students 
Students of the case study courses appeared to have no costs associated with the external 
quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
they only had costs incurred by studying on the Access 
Course, such as cr6che facilities and equipment purchases. The benefits were achieved 
through ascribing an amount (60%) of potential graduate earnings to the Access Course. From 
this figure, an amount (60%) was ascribed to the external quality assurance mechanisms. The 
various actors involved with the project agreed that this was an appropriate amount. However, 
as discussed in Chapter 5: Findings, additional costs may be incurred by the student whilst 
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progressing through the education system and achieving graduate status. For example, the 
earnings foregone element may continue throughout the time spent on the Access Course and 
subsequent HE programme. In addition, other costs may also continue. The cr6che element 
was only considered within the model for the time spent on the Access programme. It may 
have reasonably extended to the time spent on the following HE programme (although the case 
study students with these costs indicated they would study their preferred HE programme on a 
part-time basis in order to avoid further cr&che fees). Therefore, whilst the case study data 
accurately represented the situation for the case study students concerned, the variable 
elements (such as earnings foregone, perceived graduate earnings and cr6che costs) could all 
be adjusted to represent the unique circumstances of a particular learner. 
6.4 Strengths and weaknesses of the model 
6.4.1 Assessing potential earnings 
One of the problems encountered in the research was that of 'what is a cost or benefit of the 
quality assurance procedures and what is a cost or benefit of some other process or 
procedure? '- such as the course itself or the HE programme which followed it. Straightforward 
financial transactions were easily ascribed 
- 
such as the costs of course provision (not directly 
linked to quality assurance) and the cost of certification/registration (resulting from quality 
assurance procedures). Complications arose when the influence of cost and benefit 
components/factors was not so easily distinguished. For example the contentious issue of 
graduate earnings highlighted that education had a beneficial effect on future earnings. 
However, calculations of the Worth' of education were usually based on higher education 
(Psacharopolous, 1985; Woodhall, 1992) and not Access education. It has been argued in this 
work that some of this benefit should be ascribed to the Access Course as it is an important 
'key to unlocking the door' to HE, and from there a route to graduate earnings. A figure of 60% 
of potential (graduate) earnings had been used to reflect the importance attached to Access 
education as unlocking the door for many disadvantaged students to higher education. This 
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figure could be reduced by the opportunity cost incurred to a student throughout their time in 
education. For some this may be the loss of income from paid employment and for others this 
may consist of the loss of state benefit. Opportunity costs could also include the loss of time 
spent with friends or family, due to studying 
- 
although mechanisms for measuring this factor in 
relation to other more easily quantifiable factors might be difficult. 
Most of the students of the case study courses had no opportunity cost (other than the loss of 
some state benefit) but others outside, with similar circumstances as case study student 'D', 
might have substantial opportunity costs associated with studying on an Access Course. An 
additional and related element is the income that would have been received by the student as a 
non-graduate throughout his/her working life. The model has been constructed to 
accommodate this variance. Indeed a strength of the model has been its ability to 
accommodate these changes in circumstances for individual students. The opportunity cost 
element can be inserted into the model within the relevant time period 
- 
such as throughout the 
duration of the Access Course, subsequent degree programme or the lifetime of the model. 
Examples of earnings foregone were produced in Chapter 5 Findings (see 5.2.1 Sensitivity 
analysis). 
6.4.2 Non-graduate earnings 
Chapter 5: Findings, discussed the various influences which may affect a learners eventual net 
benefit figure for studying on an Access programme. These included the discipline area 
studied, the expenses incurred whilst studying (such as travel, cr&che provision etc. ) and the 
earnings foregone. Related to this are the earnings of a non-graduate compared to a graduate. 
The model does not specifically factor non-graduate earnings as a comparator for the 
additional value of graduate earnings. However, the earnings foregone examples provided in 
Chapter 5: Findings detail the full-time earnings foregone of a learner whilst undertaking their 
studies. This can be used as an effective proxy measure for a comparison between graduate 
and non-graduate earnings. 
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The examples provided in Chapter 5: Findings (5.2.1 Sensitivity analysis) showed that whilst 
earnings might be increased as a result of studying at HE level they are considerably reduced 
when compared to non-graduate earnings. The case study Access students in this work did not 
give up full-time jobs in order to study but others may have done so. For these the costs and 
benefits of studying will not be so widely separated. Therefore the ability to include a variety of 
earnings foregone figures within -the model, would produce, for these learners, a more precise 
and comparable value on their graduate earnings. 
6.4.3 Achieving graduate status 
The probability of achieving graduate status was not factored in the model because of the lack 
of suitable available data upon which to base probability claims, although consideration was 
given to it in Chapter 5: Findings. It is suggested that with the increase of graduate numbers 
will come a decrease in average graduate earnings, compared to those of non-graduates. 
However, Access Course students are not 'average' students as Access Courses are 
specifically targeted at disadvantaged groups, such as ethnic minorities and mature learners, 
who may experience significantly different rates of return from typical graduate students. It may 
also be the case that Access Courses do not lead to high status (and highly paid) employment. 
This area has traditionally been very complex and further research is required that not only 
tracks a large sample of students through higher education and on to graduate employment, 
but also seeks to unpack the differences that are as a result of such factors as age, class, 
ethnicity and other circumstances. This would facilitate the development of more accurate 
graduate and employment figures for Access students and, indeed, other non-traditional 
students'. , 
1 Some studies have been conducted which track students from further education to higher 
education and monitor completion rates (Davies & Yates, 1987; Neville, 1994; Capizzi, 1996). 
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6.4.4 Quantifiable costs and benefits 
The research indicated that HEls return on investment could vary across validating agencies. 
By adapting Drummond's Quality Adjusted Life Years model (discussed in Chapter 5: Findings), 
used in health-care to place values on the state of health following medical intervention (see 
5.3 Additional factors), it was possible to attach values to staff development, networking 
activities, as well as the retention rate of Access students attributable to the quality assurance 
mechanisms. This innovative approach to valuing factors resulting from quality assurance 
processes was welcomed by the various actors involved in the work as it helped to 'unpack' 
some of the cost and benefit areas more explicitly than before. This highlighted that there were 
benefits above and beyond the immediately financial for HEls participating in Access Course 
validation. However, the value placed upon them could change across institutions and even 
within them. Compounding this was the fact that some AVAs quality assurance mechanisms 
provided 'better' returns on investment than others. A focus by HEls on the return on 
investment offered by participation in the external mechanisms 
- 
brought about by factors 
including the squeeze on funding and student numbers, had facilitated a more detailed 
appreciation of the value of the external mechanisms by the HE participants involved with the 
research work. The model presented a useful management development tool for the HE 
practitioners by explicitly highlighting cost and benefit areas associated with their participation 
in the quality assurance mechanisms of Access Courses. 
Some of the FE participants in the research had developed their own Decision Support 
Systems for all types of educational provision based on factors similar to those used in the 
model. However, these models, in the main, focussed strictly on income and expenditure 
factors and did not consider the wider environmental influences. However, one further 
education college representative expressed great interest in developing a mechanism within its 
elaborate, essentially quantitative, model that would embrace qualitative, or less immediately 
financially comparable factors. 
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6.4.5 The case studies chosen 
To create a model capable of more general application it was important that the chosen 
courses reflected the diversity of provision in Access education and enabled a detailed 
examination of each factor in a 'real' and different situation. This proved to be a successful 
approach and facilitated a critical evaluation of the model as it developed, since practitioners 
and managers (i. e. the potential users) were able to provide continuous feedback on whether 
the results made sense in their particular case. 
With the advent of unitization of Access Courses (where the 'course' is made up of individual 
'units' of provision consisting of around 30-60 hours of study) the adaptability of the model has 
been tested. It has been possible to examine a particular unit of provision and apply the 
conventions/pri nci pies of the model. The values require alterations but essentially the model 
remains the same. Other contexts into which the model could be transferred include adult 
education (AE) programmes within universities. The principle stakeholders involved in this type 
of AE model would be the students, their employers/society, and the HE providing institution. 
Many of the cost and benefit factors developed for the Access model would apply here. Work- 
based training programmes and unemployment training programmes (Green, Mace & 
Steedman, 1993) are other areas in which the model could be utilised, although this would 
require further research since other factors such as the type, length, duration and outcomes of 
such training provision would come into play which have not been examined here. 
Nevertheless, in principle new factors can be added. 
Since the research began in 1994, the educational environment has noticeably changed. The 
introduction of fees for HE study may effect the number of learners enrolling onto full-time HE 
provision. This has implications for the model as more students undertake part-time study 
alongside work in order to pay for their higher education programme of study. At present the 
model is constructed around a full-time mode of study 
- 
at both the Access Course level and 
the degree (or other HE programme) level. To accommodate part-time study would involve 
changing variables in the model such as, for the learner, the length of time required to 
complete the course(s), the earnings foregone resulting from studying part-time and, perhaps, 
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the benefit of earning while leaming. For the providing institution it would involve changes in 
variables such as contact hours and may, if part-time Access Course study is seen as a 
marginal activity, reduce the teaching and associated costs. 
6.4.6 The quality assurance chain of causation 
The research has shown that the external quality assurance activities have distinct cost and 
benefit implications for the actors involved with the project. However, the magnitude, in terms 
of direct effect, of these cost-benefit implications can vary considerably. Effectively there exists 
an external quality assurance 'chain of causation', as put forward in Chapter 5: Findings, along 
which the factors are placed. Data from this research shows that the added benefit, in terms of 
staff development from hours of exposure to the external quality assurance mechanisms, 
ranges from 5 hours for staff members experienced in quality assurance processes and issues, 
to 40 hours for those who are less experienced. This shows that benefits in terms of staff 
development for experienced staff are only marginally the result of the external quality 
assurance mechanisms of Access Courses but they are more beneficial to less experienced 
staff. Figure 6: 1 shows the quality assurance 'chain of causation' for Access Courses using the 
benefit factor of staff development. 
Sole cause Multiple cause (Maximum value added) (Minimum value added) 
tt 
40 hrs 5 hrs 
exposure exposure 
Figure 6: 1 External quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
effect on staff development (number of 
hours of exposure) 
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This models the process in which HE staff members who are less experienced in quality 
assurance processes and curriculum development gain the maximum value added. A further 
example would be that of graduate earnings attributable to the external quality assurance 
mechanisms. Because this is such a contentious issue a conservative 60% of the anticipated 
graduate earnings attributable to the Access Course has been used (see Figure 6: 2, below). 
This shows that the remaining 40% is as a result of other influences (such as, perhaps, innate 
ability, links between the Access Course provider and the HEI etc. ). 
Sole cause Multiple cause 
(Maximum value added) (Minimum value added) 
100% 3% 
Figure 62 External quality assurance mechanisms 
- 
graduate earnings 
Figures 6: 1 and 6: 2 show that the external quality assurance mechanisms contribute some 
beneficial effect to the subjects or actors concerned. However, they also highlight the 
complexity of measuring and distinguishing the magnitude of the effect of the extem6l quality 
assurance mechanisms. Many of those interviewed as part of the research found great difficulty 
in determining the level of benefit attributable to the external (AVA) quality assurance 
mechanisms, and that attributable to other influences. Chapter 5: Findings 
- 
Additional factors, 
attempted to address this problem and, whilst welcomed by the participants of the research, it 
was based on a small number of responses and was not easily converted to a financial value. 
An additional point to note here is that since the beginning of the research, the focus or location 
of the quality assurance mechanisms/procedures has changed. In 1994, when the work began, 
FE colleges, the major providers of Access Courses, were in the early stages of developing 
their own quality assurance arrangements. Previously, before incorporation, they were subject 
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to greater and more frequent inspection from their funding bodies. Therefore, it could be 
suggested that the value of the external quality assurance mechanisms provided by the Access 
Course's AVA was greater than it is now, as colleges are more advanced with their own, 
internal quality assurance arrangements. This would have had an effect upon the model as 
many of the factors or variables identified may be further or solely affected by internal, 
providing institution based, quality assurance mechanisms. The additional value of the external 
quality assurance mechanisms may therefore be minimal. Anecdotal evidence, from 
practitioners in providing institutions has indicated a view that their quality assurance effort is 
being replicated in order to satisfy the AVA. This has cost and benefit implications that are not 
factored in the model. 
6.4.7 The focus of the model 
The model concentrated on the effects of the external quality assurance mechanisms of three 
groups. It may therefore appear limited in its scope as it only seeks data for these key 
stakeholder groups. However, it has been argued that these groups are affected In terms of 
costs and benefits more than almost any other by the external quality assurance mechanisms 
and therefore deserve examination. As a result of this approach the work has concentrated on 
the private returns, to these stakeholder groups, gained through participation in the external 
quality assurance mechanisms. The wider, social, returns have not generally been factored 
- 
although these have factored in studies elsewhere (Steel & Sausman, 1997). Work conducted 
by, and on behalf of, the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (The Dearing 
Committee) suggested that attention was focusing on the private returns students received 
from education (HE in particular). The work had as one of its main themes, a focus on who 
would pay for students' tuition fees and maintenance costs. It recommended, drawing on a 
accompanying report (Steel & Sausman, 1997) that students should help pay for tuition 
following a consideration of the private rates of return they achieved through HE. These 
additional costs can be incorporated into the student cost-benefit model detailed in Chapter 5: 
Findings. 
174 
It has been shown that the external quality assurance mechanisms involved with Access 
provision can be costly in relation to the benefits they generate. The providing institutions 
appear to bear the most cost for quality assurance, with students and higher education 
benefiting the most. On the face of it, many providing institutions gain relatively little from the 
external quality assurance mechanisms. For most, they are considered a necessary evil 
required in order to secure funding. Even when funding is secured, the model shows a net cost 
for some case study courses. The conclusion to be drawn from this situation is that benefits 
beyond the immediately or overtly financial have some importance for the providing institution. 
Otherwise, why would they participate in an activity in which they are making a substantial 
loss? It may be useful for more research to be conducted here which examines more closely 
these hidden factors. 
Finally, the examination of the effects, in terms of costs and benefits, of Access provision and 
its associated quality assurance mechanisms have highlighted the differences that occur within 
stakeholder groups. For the providing institutions and HEls involved, adequate representative 
data were collected to indicate these differences. However, little data is available which 
unpacks the differences between the outcomes of traditional students and their Access Course 
counterparts. Major national survey work needs to be done to explore the differences in 
outcome that may emerge for typically disadvantaged learners who have traditionally studied 
on Access Course programmes. 
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Appendix 1: Research proposal 
Draft Project Proposal 
COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE MECHANISMS IN ADULT 
AND CONTINUING EDUCATION 
Introduction 
In recent years, the issue of quality in adult, continuing and higher education has risen to the top 
of the political and academic agenda. As a consequence, quality assurance mechanisms have 
been developed in order to monitor the quality of educational provision and the institutional 
management structures and processes which support and validate that provision. These 
mechanisms now exist at a number of different levels: institutional, consortium, regional and 
national. A number of different models have developed with a variety of names depending on 
context, application, purpose and philosophy: audit, validation, accreditation, appraisal, peer 
group review, quality circles and so on. Some of these are new; some have been in place for a 
considerable length of time but may be undergoing modification. All are endeavouring to define 
quality and formulate ways of monitoring and improving it. The cost of these procedures often 
seems excessive especially when they are new, although we are not yet clear precisely what 
the costs are and how to measure them. Just as importantly, we are not clear what the benefits 
of the various quality assurance mechanisms are, and how to measure them. This project will 
seek to address these questions by examining the various models of quality assurance which 
have been developed by Authodsed Validating Agencies (AVAs) within the national framework 
for the recognition of Access Courses. From this an attempt will be made to develop a 
generalisable model and to test this in the context of university continuing education provision. 
Background: quality assurance for Access Courses 
In 1989, the then DES invited CNAA and CVCP to set up a national framework for the 
recognition of Access. Since then what has emerged is a three tier devolved system of local 
agencies authorised by a central body to validate courses: 
Access Courses Recognition Group (ACRG)* 
(A national committee of representatives of universities, 
polytechnics, further education, LEAs, CVCP, CNAA, CDP) 
Authorised Validating Agencies (AVAs) 
(local groups usually made up of HE and FE institutions 
- 
total number of AVAs 
- 
40) 
Access Course Providers 
(usually FE colleges 
- 
total number of courses approved 
July 1993 
- 
approx. 750) 
*Now part of the Higher Education Quality Council (HEQC), Division of CATS and Access 
The central body, ACRG, has a system of quality assurance for the AVAs consisting of initial 
approval and the granting of a licence, with subsequent periodic review. AVAs have systems of 
quality assurance for Access Courses consisting of initial approval, annual monitoring and 
periodic review. Courses approved through these arrangements are awarded a national 
kitemark of recognition intended to provide national currency and credibility. 
ACRG adopted the principle of 'lightness of touch' and devolved responsibility so that the 
organisational structures and procedures of AVAs are very diverse. They range from the 
procedures of Open Colleges which operate within the National Open College Network (NOCN) 
and which accredit a range of other provision besides Access programmes, at a number of 
different levels and provide a number of other services, to those which themselves take a 'light 
of touch' approach and confine their activities to the validation of Access Courses. 
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In parallel to the development of this range of models, interesting questions have arisen about 
the relative costs and benefits of the different practices, particularly as there is also great 
diversity in the operating budgets of AVAs. Such questions have acquired greater significance 
as the budgets have come under increasing pressure arising from recent education reform acts. 
These questions are however, extremely complex. While the costs of the operations are 
relatively easy to identify and can be (although rarely are) fully measured in monetary values, 
the benefits are more problematic. While some benefits may be dear, others may not be 
obvious; they may appear at different levels and over differing time scales; they may be direct or 
indirect; they may be intended or unintended; they may vary between individuals and groups; 
there may not be a consensus about benefits obtained from a particular set of procedures. It 
should also be noted that while it may be possible to attach a monetary values to some of the 
outcomes of the quality assurance mechanisms, there may be others which cannot be 
measured in comparable terms. 
Background: developments in university adult and continuing education 
The new Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) has undertaken a review of 
the funding of continuing education provision and has indicated that radical changes will be 
implemented in the future. Although the precise details have not been announced, it is clear 
that for the 'old' universities a major programme of accreditation of adult and continuing 
education provision will need to be put in place. The nature of the provision and the demands 
of client groups make this a difficult problem. It may be that a number of different mechanisms 
are required for different students and the various levels and types of courses. It will also be 
essential to minimise the costs and maximise the benefits of whatever procedures are 
developed. This project will be timely to inform these developments. 
Aims and objectives 
The aim of the project is to conduct a cost/benefit analysis of a number of different quality 
assurance mechanisms within the national framework for the recognition of Access Courses, in 
order to develop a more generallsable methodology which might be useful in other contexts. 
Objectives 
1. To identify, and where possible quantify, the costs associated with a number of different 
arrangements for quality assurance within the national framework for the recognition of Access 
Courses. 
2. To identify, and where possible quantify, the benefits associated with the different 
arrangements. 
3. To develop an understanding of the relationship between costs and benefits in the different 
arrangements. 
4. To develop a model of the way in which costs and benefits might interact in quality assurance 
mechanisms. 
5. To test the model in the context of university adult and 
continuing provision. 
Methods 
The project will employ a range of qualitative and quantitative approaches and will endeavour to 
work collaboratively with practitioners in the field. Case studies will be undertaken in five AVAs 
to develop a model and two university departments of adult and continuing education will be 
involved in the testing of the model. The work will be undertaken in four stages over the period 
January 1994 to June 1996. 
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Stage 1- January to June 1994 
*Literature review and interviews with practitioners at all 
levels in the case study AVAs to develop a qualitative analysis 
of the costs and benefits of the operation of the quality assurance arrangements. 
*Development of a qualitative model of the relationship between 
costs and benefits and the way in which they interact. 
Stage 2- July 1994 to June 1995 
1dentification of the costs and benefits which can be quantified and those which cannot. 
*Development of a methodology for quantifying the various factors. 
*Development of a quantitative model. 
Stage 3- July to December 1995 
*Testing of the model in the case study AVAs and others not involved in stage 1. 
*Modification of the model as appropriate and evaluation of its 
strengths and weaknesses. 
Stage 4- January 1996 to March 1996 
*Testing of the model in two university departments. 
*Modification as appropriate and evaluation of strengths and 
weaknesses. 
Stage 5- April to June 1996 
*Writing up of final report 
Outcomes 
1. A qualitative and quantitative cost/benefit analysis of a range of quality assurance 
arrangements operating within the national framework for the recognition of Access 
programmes and in university adult and continuing education departments. 
2. A proposed model for evaluating quality assurance mechanisms in qualitative and 
quantitative terms. 
3. Progress reports at the end of each stage of the project and at a final report on completion. 
4. Dissemination of the findings and methods through on-going collaboration and through 
events at appropriate stages during the project. 
Project management 
The project will be based at the Continuing Education Research Unit at City University and 
supervised by Pat Davies (Director of Research Unit), Stella Parker (Head of Department) and 
Peter Roberts (Visiting Professor, Department of Systems Science). 
An Advisory Group will be established consisting of representatives from HEOC, AVAs, 
MACE, University CE departments, project supervisors, and others as appropriate (e. g. 
funding agents). 
It is proposed that a full time researcher will be employed for three years to carry out the work. 
The researcher will register for a Ph. D. at City University. The project will be funded in the first 
year by City University but external funding will be sought for the second and third years. 
Pat Davies 
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Appendix 2: Project Advisory Group 
This group met on an ad hoc basis throughout the initial stages of the project. 
Group members assisted with the selection of appropriate AVAs/Access Courses within the 
National Framework. Background information regarding issues and concerns within the Access 
field were also provided by the group. 
The group consisted of: 
Dr Pat Davies (Dept. of Continuing Education, City University) 
Professor Peter Roberts (Visiting Professor, Systems Science, City University) 
Jane Storr (Chief Executive, West and North Yorkshire Access Network) 
Ailsa Herbert (Chief Executive, Hertfordshire Access Consortium) 
Sue Peddar (Chief Executive, London Open College Federation) 
Dr Philip Jones (Assistant Director (Quality Assurance), Higher Education Quality Council) 
David Wilkinson (Project Officer) 
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Appendix 3: Outline of project work 
Project Outline: 
Cost-benefit Analysis of Quality Assurance Mechanisms in Access and Continuing 
Education 
This project, undertaken as part of a Ph. D. at City University, seeks to analyse a range of 
quality assurance mechanisms used in access and continuing education in order to develop an 
evaluative tool for practitioners and policy-makers. 
The aim of the research is to assess the relative costs and benefits of a number of quality 
assurance mechanisms within the national framework for the recognition of Access courses and 
to develop a generalisable model with the potential for wider application. This will be achieved 
through a four-stage process: 
1. An identification of the costs and benefits associated with a number of different 
arrangements for quality assurance within the national framework for the recognition of Access 
courses; 
2. An analysis of the relationship between the costs and the benefit; 
3. The development of a model that highlights the way in which the costs and benefits might 
interact in quality assurance mechanisms; 
4. The testing of the model in the context of university adult and continuing education 
provision. 
In order to achieve the above the project will employ a range of qualitative and quantitative 
approaches and will endeavour to work collaboratively with practitioners in the field. Case 
studies will be undertaken in a number of Authorised Validating Agencies (AVAs) within the 
national framework for the recognition of Access courses. This will provide a model that shall be 
tested in a different context, namely the new arrangements developed in university adult and 
continuing education for the accreditation/certification of courses for adults. 
The anticipated outcomes of the research are as follows: 
"A qualitative and quantitative cost-benefit analysis of a range of quality assurance 
arrangements operating within the national framework for the recognition of Access 
programmes and in university adult and continuing education departments. 
"A model for evaluating quality assurance mechanisms in both qualitative and quantitative 
terms which could be used in other contexts. 
" 
Progress reports at the end of each stage of the project and at a final report on completion. 
" 
Dissemination of the findings and methods through on-going collaboration and through 
events at appropriate stages during the project. 
Comments and requests for further information to: 
David Wilkinson (Project Officer), Continuing Education Research Unit, City University, 
Northampton Square, London ECI V OHB 
TEL: 0171-477-8000 extension 3266 FAX: 0171-477-8256 
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Appendix 4: Student questionnaire 
Student Questionnaire 
- 
Your thoughts on Access 
The aim of this research, undertaken as part of a Ph. D at City University, is to assess the costs and 
benefits of the quality assurance mechanisms in Access and continuing education. 
The quality assurance mechanisms involved with Access courses ensure, among other things, that 
the programme is reaching its target group, has a good mix of 'class' or'contact' hours and that 
the students have access to appropriate resources. Some of the following questions require your 
opinion on these. 
As an 'Access student your views are very important to my work and I would be grateful if you 
could spare a few minutes to fill out this questionnaire. Please be as frank as possible with your 
responses. 
If you would like any further information, or wish to comment on the research work a contact 
address is proVided at the end of this document. 
Thankyou. 
DaVid Wilkinson 
- 
Project Officer 
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Question I: 
What is your date of birth? Day 
_ 
Mnth_Year 
Please tick the box that most accurately describes you: 
Question 2: 
Sev Male 
Female 
Question 3 
Marital status: Single 
Married/co-ha biting 
Remarried/co-habiting following divorce/sepa ration 
j 
Widowed Li 
Separated 
Divorced 
a 
Question 4: 
Classification as per Census requirements: White 
Black Caribbean 
Black African 
Black other 
Indian 
Pakistani 
Bangladeshi 
Chinese 
Other (please specify below) 
Question 5: 
What do you feel about your timetabled class hours for SUBJECT 
MODULES (not including tutorials, workshops or directed study)? 
Too few 
Too Many 
Adequate 
Office Use. 
1 
3 
4 
5a 
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Please comment (on the answer given above): 5b 
Are these hours suitable/do they fit in with any other commitments you 
may have: 
Yes 
5C 
No 
Please comment (on the answer given above): 
5d 
Question 6: 
What do you feel about your timetabled class hours for SUPPORT 
MODULES (this includes tutorial sessions, directed study workshops 
and study skills)? 6a 
Too few 
Too many 
Adequate 
d 
Please comment (on the answer given above): 
Are there any informal meetings with tutors (outside these hours)? 
6b 
Yes 
6c No 
Please comment (on the answer given above): 
6d 
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Question 7: 7a 
Because of your studies do you have any needs in terms of cr&che 
support? 
Yes 
No ff Wo, go 
to 
If 'Yes' please specify below: question 
7b 
If you have cr&che requirements can these be met by the institution? 
Yes 7c 
No 
If 'No'what child-care facilities do you use? Please specify below: 
7d 
Question 8 
Do you use any of the following facilities (these are in addition to your 
timetabled sessions)? 
8a 
Study skills 
Yes 
No 
If 'Yes' for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 
8b 
Do you use the Library (for study purposes) 
Yes 
8c 
No 
Do you use the Library (for borrowing purposes) 8d Yes 
No 
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Do you use the computing facilities 8e 
Yes 
No 
If 'Yes', for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 8f 
8g 
Do you use numeracy workshops 
Yes 
No 8h 
If 'Yes', for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 
8i 
Do you use language support 
Yes 
No 8j 
If 'Yes', for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 
8k 
Do you use any other forms of learning support 
Yes 
No 
81 
If 'Yes', please specify the form this took below: 
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Do you use the careers guidance service 8m 
Yes 
No 
If 'Yes', for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 
8n 
8o 
Do you use any personal guidance facilities 
Yes 
No 8P 
If 'Yes' for what specific purpose(s)? Please specify below: 
Do you have any other requirements (such as wheelchair 
access/large print books from the library/special dietary 
requirements of the refectory) 
Yes 
No 
If 'Yes' could you please state what these are below: 
a 
ff wo, go 
to 
question 
8b 
8q 
Are these requirements provided for by the institution 
Yes 
No 
Question 8b: 
If you do not use any of the above facilities (in question 8) is there a 
reason for this? Please specify below: 
a 
8r 
8s 
8t 
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Question 9: 
What do you expect to be doing 12 months from completion of your 
Access course?: (please tick one box) 
Going into employment F-I Pj Please elaborate below: 
9b 
Going into higher ed. 9c 
Please elaborate below: 
9d 
Continuing in Further Ed. 
F-I 9e Please elaborate below: 
9f 
Other (Please specify) 99 
9h 
Please elaborate below. 
91 
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Question 10: 
List below, in order of importance to you, the five 'things' (outcomes / 
benefits), either expected or unexpected, you personally have got out 
of the course. For example, you may become more self-confident as 
a result of doing the course. don't worry if you cannot list five, just list 
as many as you can but remember to put the most important first 
and so on. 
1) 1 Da 
2) 
10b 
3) 
loc 
4) 
10d 
5) 
1 oe 
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Question 11 : 
List below, again in order of importance to you, the five most important 
'costs' of doing the course 
- 
'cost' in this sense does not necessarily 
mean'cost in money'but can equally mean 'cost in time'. For example, 
costs'could include the amount of money you spend on stationery, the 
'cost' of not being able to go out with your mates or spend time with 
your family (because you have to study). Again, don't worry if you 
cannot think of five, just list as many as you can in order of importance. 
) 
lla 
2) 
Ilb 
3) 
11C 
lld 
lle 
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Question 12: 
I would like to be able to contact you again in September/October to 
monitor progression routes of Access students. I would therefore be 
grateful if you would supply a contact address for the beginning of the 
next academic year (September/October time). This information will be 
used only for the research and will not be divulged to anyone else. 
(Please use block capitals) 
Name 
12a 
Address 
12b 
12c 
12d 
12e 
Telephone No. 
12f 
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Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this 
questionnaire. Any comments and requests for further information 
should be addressed to: 
David Wilkinson 
- 
Project Officer 
Continuing Education Research Unit 
Department of Continuing Education 
City University 
Northampton Square 
London 
ECIV OHB 
Tel. 0171-477-8000 extension 3266 
Fax: 0171-477-8256 
CASEC\Ref. C: \WINDOWS\DESKTOP\PAPERS\PHD\FIGS-l. NDI\Q 
UESTAPD 
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Appendix 5: The model 
Case A: Providing institution factors 
Validation/Recognition: 
AVA membership F- Panel meeting catering E 75 
Recognition F 500 Hours at panel 5 
Registration/Certification* E 33 No. of moderators 3 
No. present at panel 12 Moderators fee E 150 
Panel meeting room E-l Avg staffing costs/hr- F 80 
Course development: 
No. of course documents 15 Administrative staff 1 
Cost per document F2 Admin. staff cost per hour E6 
Teaching staff 12 Hours spent on development 10 
Hours spent at panel 8.5 , Management staff 3 
Student registration fee E- Management staff cost per hour F 80 
Hours spent on development 4 
Funding: 
Student enrolments 45 Funding und price 20 
Student completions 3 otal funding unds gained 3800 
Instrtutional staffing costs (p. a. ) - E12,000,000 ýo of fee paying students - 0 
Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ) 150000 Course fee amount 0 
Programme teaching hours 799 : 
Overhead costs E 4,000,000 ý 
Discou ited Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms 
Discounted Net Benefit: Access Course 
* Per student **Per panel member 
Case A: Student factors 
Course fees E 
-I Travel allowance E 
Travel (year) f 122 Other allowances E 1,229 
Equipment (year) f 50 
l 
Graduate earnings E 16,725 
Creche (year) E 204 Course registration fee E 
- 
Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms f 40,829 
Discounted Net Benefit: Access Course E 68,901 
Case A: Higher Educabon t3ctors 
AVA membership E 200 Time spent moderating 12 
No. of representatives at panel 1 Students accepted to HE institution 13 
Average earnings for representatives f. 6-0 Funding per student E 2,200 
Time at panel 5 -1ýoderation fee income f 150 
Time spent in preparation for panel 1.5 National Framework operating costs E 100,000. 
, 
No. of Access students with certificate 20489 , 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms ic 20 
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Case B: Providing institution factors 
Validat io n/Recogn iti on: 
AVA membership f 2,000 Panel meeting catering F- 75 
R-ec-ognition f 300 Hours at panel 6 
Registration/Certification* E- No. of moderators 1 
Noo. present at panel 3 Moderators fee F 150 
Panel meeting room E Avg staffing costs/hr** E 86.09 
Course development: 
No. of course documents 15 Administrative staff 1 
Cost per document E6 Admin. staff cost per hour F5 
Teaching staff 3 Hours spent on development 10 
Hours spent at paneF 6 IManagement staff 3 
Student registration fee f: Management staff cost per hour F 86.09 
Hours spent on development 6 
Funding: 
Student enrolments 15 Funding unit price 23.32 
'ýtudent completions 12 , Total funding units gained 1323 
Institutional staffing costs (p. a. ) 8,858,143 No. of fee paying students 7 
Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ) 102897 Course fee amount 606 
Programme teaching hours 612 
Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms 
-E 24574 
Discounted Net Benefit: Access Course I-E 74ý322 
* Per student -Per panel member 
Case B: Student factors 
Course fees E 606 Travel allowance 
Travel (year) E 122.40 Other ailovmnces f 1,229 
Equipment (year) E 50 Graduate earnings E 16,725 
Cr6che (year) E 
- 
Course registration fee E 
- 
Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms E 40,829 
[Discounted Net Benefit: Access Course E 68,499 
Case B: Higher Educalfion factors 
AVA membership F 200 Time spent moderating 12 
No. of representatives at panel 1 Students accepted to HE institution 5 
Average earnings for representatives E 60 Funding per student E 2,200 
Time at panel 6 Moderation fee income 1 150 
ITime spent in preparation for panel 1.5 National Framework operating costs E 100,0001 
INo. of Access students vhth certificate 1 20489 1 [Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms E 74,565 
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Case C: Providing institution factors 
Vali dat io n/Recogn itio n: 
AVA membership F 200 Panel meeting catering 
Recognition E 500 Hours at panel 
Registration/Certification* F 75 No. of moderators 
No. present at panel 6 Moderators fee 
Panel meeting room Ej Avg staffing costs/hr** F 95.36 
Course development: 
No. of course documents 15 Administrative staff 1 
Cost per document E 5.34 Admin. staff cost per hour f7 
Teaching staff 6 Hours spent on development 10 
Hours spent at panel 10 Management staff 1 
Student registration fee F- I Management staff cost per hour E 95.36 
Hours spent on development 4 
Funding: 
Student enrolments 15 Funding unit price E 23.81 
Student completions 5 Total funding units gained 1311 
Institutional staffing costs (p. a. ) E19,644,000 No. of fee paying students 2 
Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ) 206000 Course fee amount E 595ý00 
Programme teaching hours 738 
Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms 
-E 25,786 
Discounted Net Benefit: Access Course I-E 226,4271 
* Per student **Per panel member 
Case C: Student factors 
Course fees f 595 Travel allowance E 
Travei (year) E 122.40 Other allowances E 
Equipment (year) E 50. Graduate earnings E 16,725 
Cr6che (year) f 204_ Course registration fee f- 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms C 40,829 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Access Course C 67,077 
Case C: Higher Education factors 
- - AVA membership i 200 Time spent moderating 12 
No. of representatives at panel 1 Students accepted to HE institution 2 
Average earnings for representatives E 60 Funding per student E 2,200 
Time at panel 4 Moderation fee income C 150 
ITime spent in pr paration for panel 1 National Framework operating costs C 100,000 
INo. of Access students \Mth certificate 1 204891 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms E 25,872 
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Case D: Providing institution factors 
Valiclat io n[Recog n itio n: 
AVA membership E Panel meeting catering F. 30 
Recognition f Hours at panel 3 
Registration/Certification* E No. of moderators 2 
No. present at panel 12 Moderators fee E- 
Panel meeting room E Avg staffing costs/hr- F 62.50 
Course development: 
No. of course documents 15 Administrative staff 1 
Cost per document E 2.00 Admin. staff cost per hour E6 
Teaching staff 12 Hours spent on development 10 
Hours spent at panel 3 Management staff 1 
Student registration fee E 38.00 Management staff cost per hour F 62,50 
Hours spent on development 
Funding: 
Student enrolments 17 Funding unrt price E 20.50 
Student completions 13 Total funding units gained 1500 
Institutional staffing costs (p. a. ) E15,000,000 No. of fee paying students 0 
Institutional teaching hours (p. a. ) 240000 Course fee amount E- 
Programme teaching hours 578 
Discounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms 
-E 8,021 
ýDiscounted Net Benefit: Access Course f 13,399 
* Per student **Per panei member 
Case D: Student factors 
Course fees E 
- 
Travel allowance f 
Travel (year) F 122.40 Other allowances E 1,020 
Equipment (year) E 50 Graduate earnings E 16,725' 
Creche (year) E 204 Course registration fee E 
- 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms E 40,829 
IlDiscounted Net Benefit: Access Course C 65,672 
Case D: Higher Education Mctors 
- - AVA membership Yi me spent-nýo--derafing 
No. of representatives at panel 1 Students accepted to HE institution 13 
Average earnings for representatives E 60 Funding per student E 2,200 
Time at panel 3 Moderation fee income E- 
ITime spent in preparation for panel 1.5 National Framework operating costs E 100,000 
ients vAth certificate 1 204891 
IDiscounted Net Benefit: Quality Assurance mechanisms E 205,616 
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Appendix 6: Analysis of panel evaluation forms 
Not attended panel before Response No. % 
Were you dear about the panel processes before the 
panel? 
Yes 34 92 
No 3 8 
Non-response 0 0 
How satisfied were you with the panel as a recognition 
process? 
Very satisfied 28 76 
Fairly satisfied 9 24 
Non-response 0 0 
Did the information you received before the panel 
contain sufficient detail about the courses? 
Agree 34 92 
Non-response 3 8 
Was the information you received easy to understand? Agree 26 70 
Unsure 2 5.5 
Disagree 2 5.5 
Non-response 7 19 
Did the information you received address the issues on 
the submission form? 
Agree 26 70 
Unsure 3 8 
Non-response 8 22 
Did the recognition panel examine all relevant aspects of 
the courses under consideration? 
Yes 24 65 
Most 11 30 
Non-response 2 5 
Were all panel members who wished to contribute given 
the opportunity to do so? 
Yes 37 100 
Do recognition panels provide an opportunity for 
curriculum development? 
Yes 37 100 
Was the range of experience of panel members suitable 
for the courses being considered? 
Yes 32 86 
No 4 11 
Unsure 1 3 
Did the panel have a supportive atmosphere? Yes 36 97 
No 1 3 
Were equal opportunities issues discussed fully? Yes 27 73 
No 4 11 
Unsure 4 11 
rNon-response 2 5 
220 
Was the panel a useful staff development exercise? Yes 36 97 
Unsure 1 3 
Did the panel improve the quality of the courses under 
consideration? 
Yes 35 94 
No 1 3 
Unsure 1 3 
The opportunity to comment at the end of the evaluation form highlighted that the panel process 
was an enlightening and worthwhile experience for many panel members: 
ff7he panel is not an endorsing 'paperfiger' and decisions made are positive and action can be 
immediately taken. " 
Wore a reasoned exchange of ideas, less a threatening inquisition than might have been 
expected. " 
mAn excellent opportunity to discuss a range of issues re: Access, to share ideas, concerns and 
productive ways forward a 
"Very positive and supportive feedback in a filendly atmosphere. Well chaired. " 
"A very high level of help and support was provided by ag the W&NYAN staff involved. We were 
impressed. " 
"Enthusiastic and positive. " 
'The panel did not really improve the quality of the course under consideration as it was good 
already. 0 
Attended panel before Response No. % 
Were you cAear about the panel processes before the 
panel? 
Yes 31 100 
How satisfied were you with the panel as a recognition 
process? 
Very satisfied 19 
I 
61 
Fairly satisfied 11 3 
Fairly dissatisfied 1 3 
Did the information you received before the panel 
contain sufficient detail about the courses? 
Agree 26 84 
Disagree 3 1 
Non-response 2 6 
Was the information you received easy to understand? Agree 23 74 
Unsure 1 3 
Disagree 4 13 
Non-response 3 10 
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Did the information you received address the issues on 
the submission form? 
Agree 20 65 
Disagree 5 16 
Unsure 1 3 
Non-response 5 16 
Did the recognition panel examine all relevant aspects of 
the courses under consideration? 
Yes 17 55 
Most 13 42 
Non-response 1 3 
Were all panel members who wished to contribute given 
the opportunity to do so? 
Yes 28 91 
Unsure 1 3 
Non-response 2 6 
Do recognition panels provide an opportunity for 
curriculum development? 
Yes 27 88 
Unsure 2 6 
Non-response 2 6 
Was the range of experience of panel members suitable 
for the courses being considered? 
Yes 23 74 
No 3 10 
Unsure 2 6 
Did the panel have a supportive atmosphere? Yes 28 91 
No 1 3 
Unsure 1 3 
Non-response 1 3 
Were equal opportunities issues discussed fully? Yes 20 65 
No 5 16 
Unsure 2 6 
Non-response 4 13 
Was the panel a useful staff development exercise? Yes 26 84 
Unsure 
- 
3 10 
Ron-response 2 6 
Did the panel improve the quality of the courses under 
consideration? 
Yes 26 84 
No 1 4 
Unsure 2 6 
Non-response 2 6 
wThe Chair managed to achieve a supportive but rigorous approach to what were potentially 
very difficult issues. a 
222 
"Vefy limited time to consider such a wide programme. " 
"Constructive atmosphere was helped by specialist knowledge of higher education and Access 
on the part of all panel members. There were therefore fewer irrelevant and ill-informed 
comments. " 
"I would have prefeffed the atmosphere to have been more supportive of people teaching on 
running the courses. " 
It was unfortunate that the tutor for Access to Nursing Skills was not available. I think this 
probably negatively affected the decision. " 
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Appendix 7: Published thesis material 
Assuring quality in 
Access Courses 
- 
the 
authorized version 
David Wilkinson 
C M, ý
David Wilkinson is a research student of the Continuing 
Education Research Unit at City Universit)ý London, UK. 
Outlines the development of Access Courses and explains 
the national quality assurance framework developed to 
co-ordinate standards within such provision. Generalizes 
the quality assurance processes ofauthorized validating 
agencies (AVAs) in order to facilitate a future exploration 
of some typical costs and benefits and the appreciation of 
the problematic nature of such an exercise. 
Quality Assurance in Education 
Volume 5- Number I- 1997 
- 
pp. 32-39 
0 MCB University Press 
- 
ISSN 0968-4883 
Introduction 
Access courses provide an alternative route into 
higher education for adults without traditional 
sixth form qualifications or vocational qualifica- 
tions, allowing them to prepare for and gain 
entry to degrees and other higher education 
programmes... (Higher Education Quality 
Council, 1994, p. 96). 
This is the first of two articles examining the 
development and operation of authorized 
validating agencies (AVAs). The quality assur- 
ance processes of these organizations are 
outlined and generalized to enable cost- 
benefit implications to be discussed in the 
next issue of this journal. 
History 
VA-iat are now termed Access Courses (with 
upper case initial letters) had their origins in 
programmes designed for those with few 
acknowledged qualifications. The structure 
and delivery of these programmes was less 
formal than traditional courses of study, 
allowing learners to study at their own pace 
and accommodate other commitments such 
as family responsibilities, work, etc. The 
Russell Committee, reporting in 1972, com- 
mented that this type of provision was "... not 
intended to cater for those who seek formal 
qualifications" and was outside "the main 
areas of technical, art and higher education" 
(Department of Education and Science, 
1973) but recommended, inter alia, that adult 
education of this type should provide adults 
with the opportunity to study and gain a 
qualification. 
Since the 19ý0s, questions of access and 
participation for adults moved from the 
periphery to near the centre of national policy 
in education and training: "... initiatives for 
access had their origin in high places: within 
and through. the state, and formally at the 
instigation or request of the Department of 
Education and Science... " (Parry, 1996). 
The Department of Education and Science, 
in 1978, invited eight local education authori- 
ties to set up new preparatory courses for 
The author is grateful for the comments given on 
previous drafts of this paper by Dr Pat Davies and 
Julia Carter of the Department of Continuing 
Education at City University. Suggestions made by 
the initial reviewer, Professor Gerald Vinten, also 
assisted in shaping the work. 
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adults leading to higher education. The initial 
aim was to enable more people from ethnic 
minorities to enter higher education in order 
to increase their numbers in professions such 
as teaching and community work with a high 
profile in the inner cities (Millins, 1984). 
However, the Department of Education and 
Science's attempt to cater for the specific 
problems faced by ethnic minorities in their 
"cultural acclimatization" (Department of 
Education and Science, 1978) was "In prac- 
tice generalised by practitioners, including 
tutors and course organisers, into a concern 
to widen access to higher education for vari- 
ous groups who had previously been largely 
excluded" (Ueven, 1989). 
The increase in commitment to access has 
been attributed to four wider forces: 
(1) a liberal commitment to providing equal 
opportunities; 
(2) the transferring of resources, and there- 
fore power, to systemically disadvantaged 
groups; 
(3) a response by institutions to a predicted 
33 per cent fall in the typical student 
intake (19-year-olds) between 1984 and 
1996; and 
(4) part of government strategy for retraining 
the adult population for new forms of 
work and entry into professions (Lieven, 
1989). 
The focus on access to education (the partici- 
pation of adults in post-secondary and higher 
education) led to a proliferation of 
programmes which "... emerged in a largely ad 
hoc manner, dependent on local and often 
fortuitous coincidences... " (Lieven., 1989). 
However, the emerging definition was based 
on two key features: a curriculum concerned 
with preparing the learner for higher educa- 
tion programmes (or other "progression" 
routes); and a course or programme of study 
aimed at "disadvantaged" learners. The two 
key features led to three types of course being 
provided as: 
(1) alternatives to 0 and A levels (Percy and 
Lucas, 1980; Percy er al., 1980); 
(2) what can be termed "community educa- 
tion" courses aimed at enhancing the 
awarenesslunderstanding among disad- 
vantaged groups; and 
(3) courses aimed at those returning to work 
(usually womcn returners). 
--ý7' 
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The National Framework 
As access course provision grew, questions 
were raised as to the suitability of the develop- 
ing arrangements for recognition/validation 
and issues around quality and standards. In 
the mid-1980s the Lindop Committee drew 
attention to what it deemed to be "dangers", 
involved with the large numbers of mature 
and non-traditionaI entrants, and higher 
education institutions organizing or assisting 
with the organization of access courses linked 
to their own degree programmes. These links 
could help to form "relationships and under- 
standings" where rigorous selection at entry 
might be compromised, and the Committee 
recommended that access courses should not 
be designed with a specific higher education 
course in mind, but should seek recognition 
from several institutions as an appropriate 
preparatory course for progression more 
widely (Department of Education and Sci- 
ence, 1985, p. 70). Although the Undop 
Report met with some criticism "... [it] 
impugns the professional integrity of those 
involved [in access] "(Parry, 1986), it focused 
attention on standards within access courses. 
... 
the 1987 White Paper began the first 
steps at co-ordinating the growing 
access course-type provision... ' 
As a reaction to the diminishing number of 
-18- and 19-year-olds, access courses were 
favourably viewed by policy makers as provid- 
ing some of the student numbers required to 
meet the anticipated growth in demand for 
qualified manpower. The 1987 White Paper 
began the first steps at co-ordinating the 
growing access course-type provision by 
inviting validating bodies to develop a frame- 
work of recognition which would extend to 
access provision "in all styles" (Department 
of Education and Science, 1987). 
After some debate the Department of 
Education and Science invited the Council for 
National Academic Awards (CNAA) and the 
Committee of Vice Chancellors and Princi- 
pals of the Universities (CVCP) to establish 
the Access Course Recognition Group 
(ACRG) 
-a central body responsible for 
overseeing the co-ordination of standards in 
access courses across England, Wales and 
Northern Ireland. To differentiate between 
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courses that facilitated access to education 
generally and specific access programmes 
within the national framework, the title of the 
latter became known as an Access Course 
(with upper case letters) rather than an access 
course. Perhaps because the difference 
appears, prima facie, to be so subtle there is 
still some confusion over the two types of 
provision 
- 
although Access Courses within 
the national framework are by far the most 
widely known programmes that facilitate 
access to education (and in particular pro- 
gression to higher education) for those typi- 
cally underrepresented. 
One of the great strengths of Access Cours- 
es was their ability to adapt to the needs of the 
local population who made up the majority of 
their learners 
- 
this diversity still occurs in 
many programmes. However, as the national 
framework emerged it became necessary to 
set out minimum requirements for the pro- 
grammes within it to allow comparability 
between courses and facilitate the notion that 
Access Courses should have a national "cur- 
rency" beyond local agreements. These 
Quality Assurance inEducation 
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requirements had to complement the key 
principles of "lightness of touch" on the part 
of the national body ACRG, and the diversity 
of approach to validation by the AVAs. Fur- 
ther to this, and to ensure programmes were 
not diluted or devalued, minimum standards 
were chosen as a baseline for validation 
- 
such 
as the minimum of 500 study hours for the 
programme. 
.. 
there are 37 authorized validating 
agencies within the national 
framework, with over half in 
membership of the National Open 
College Network, or in transition to 
that status... ' 
Once a course is recognized within the nation- 
al framework it achieves "kitemarked" status. 
A learner, having successfully completed a 
kitemarked programme, secures eligibility for 
entry into higher education. 
Figure 1 The nabonal framework for recognizing Access Courses 
Government 
- 
requests the setting up of a national body 
to oversee the maintenance of standards in 
Access 
Access Courses Recognition Group 
(now replaced by the Higher 
Education Quality Council ) 
- 
assures quality through the 
periodic review of AVAs 
Authorised Validating Agency I ýAuthorised Validating Agency 
Authorised Validating Agency 
- 
assures quality of Access 
programmes through validation 
panel / moderation activities etc 
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Under the national framework arrange- 
ments, the ACRG (now replaced by the 
Higher Education Quality Council's Access 
Courses Recognition Subgroup) licenses 
organizations to approve Access Courses. Any 
education organization or consortium can 
apply for a licence 
- 
although certain conven- 
tions and guidelines must be observed as to 
their constitution and procedures. Normally, 
these "validating agencies" consist of consor- 
tia of local further and higher education insti- 
tutions (see Figure 1). 
There are 37 authorized validating agen- 
cies (AVAs) within the national framework 
(UCAS, 199 6), with over half in membership 
of the National Open College Network, or in 
transition to that status (Parry, 1996, p. 30). 
However, there is no single model dictating 
their construction, size or procedure. For 
example, London Open College Federation 
- 
a validating agency recognizing many of the 
Access programmes in London 
-had 92 
member organizations in 1994 (London 
Open College Federation, 1994) and that 
number has continued to grow (over 100 in 
1995); and Hertfordshire Access Consortium 
had eight (Hertfordshire Access Consortium, 
1995) with some associate members. Despite 
this and other differences between AVAs. they 
are all empowered to use appropriate mecha- 
nisms and procedures to assure the quality of 
the programmes recognized by them. 
Internal evaluation of AVA practices takes 
many forms, ranging from informal ad hoc 
feedback from local practitioners to the more 
formal evaluation reports from validation 
panels. Davies and Parry (1993) identified 12 
ways in which evaluation was conducted: 
(1) special review meetings of key commit- 
tees; 
(2) evaluation reports from course tutors on 
moderation and validation processes; 
(3) evaluation reports from validation panels; 
(4) annual reports on progress towards aims 
and objectives; 
(5) reports to the academic boards of mem- 
bers institutions; 
(6) reviews of documents, terms of refer- 
ence, guidelines, checklists and standing 
orders; 
(7) reviews of record keeping systems; 
(8) reports on the implementation of crite- 
ria for validation and for the appoint- 
ment of moderators; 
(9) financial reports, budget forecasts and 
development plans; 
(10) reports of issues arising from staff devel- 
opment events and practitioner forums; 
(11) informal ad hoc feedback from local 
practitioners, providing colleges and 
receiving institutions; 
(12) feedback from regional and national 
nerworks (Davies and Parry, 1993, p. 79). 
Quality assurance in Access 
'Mere are basically three key aspects to the 
quality assurance mechanisms involved within 
the national framework for the recognition of 
Access Courses: 
(1) the review and evaluation of AVA proce- 
dures; 
(2) validation and periodic review of courses; 
and 
(3) moderation and annual review of courses 
(Davies and Parry, 1993). 
Review and evaluation of AVA procedures 
Generally there are two review elements that 
apply to AVAs: the self-imposed internal 
review procedures that normally occur every 
year and can take the form of "review days" to 
discuss AVA practice and procedures, and the 
HEQC external periodic review 
-a wide- 
ranging review of practice and procedure 
conducted by HEQC at regular intervals. 
An example of the above aspects is recogni- 
tion panel evaluation reports. These often 
take the form of short questionnaires distrib- 
uted at the beginning of panel meetings and 
collected at the end. These "evaluation 
sheets" are a mixture of short factual ques- 
tions 
- 
such as "Did you receive adequate 
notice of the panel? " 
- 
and queries requesting 
more qualitative responses such as comments 
on the chairing of the panel. 17hese open- 
ended questions allowed participants in the 
panel to feed back to the AVA their thoughts 
on the procedures and practices at the panel. 
They are of particular importance to quality 
assurance as they focus on particular issues, 
such as ensuring a representative spread of 
subject interest, with questions such as: "Do 
you think the recognition panel examined all 
relevant aspects of the courses under consid- 
eration? " 
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Validation/periodic review and 
moderation of courses 
It is generally the case that the validation and 
recognition of Access Courses within the 
national framework are conducted by panels. 
Normally the panel process of most AVAs 
follows the three stages below: 
(1) development; 
(2) panel process; 
(3) post-panel. 
At the development stage the course tutor at 
the providing institution sends a draft submis- 
sion of the course to the AVA. The document 
is commented on by a development officer at 
the AVA and is returned to the tutor with 
recommendations and advice. The tutor may 
make amendments, and then sends the final 
document to the AVA. On receipt of the 
document, the AVA checks that the document 
reaches the requirements of submission speci- 
fications. If it does the AVA then sets a panel 
date when the course will be considered for 
recognition as an Access Course within the 
national framework. 
'-when moderators have been 
appointed to programmes they make 
visits to the providing institution, 
observe the course in operation, view 
students'work, discuss course delivery 
and content, and produce an annual 
report for the AVA providing 
institution... ' 
'Me panel process begins when the AVA 
informs the providing course institution of the 
date of the panel and asks for a number of 
copies of the document to distribute to panel 
members invited to the panel. At the panel the 
course team presents a brief overview of the 
course to the panel, in line with the content of 
the submission document. Generally, the 
panel then discusses the overall content of the 
document before splitting into small subject- 
specialist groups to analyse. various options 
and modules offered. After considering the 
programme as a whole the panel can either 
recognize the course unconditionally (which 
is quite rare), recognize the course subject to 
conditions (amendments/changes that must 
be made before the programme can be fully 
recognized), defer recognition of the course 
(where certain elements of the course may 
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need rewriting), or reject the course (this 
normally happens when the panel feels a 
course needs more development 
- 
this is also 
rare). The panel can also make recommenda- 
tions on the course which, although not bind- 
ing, should at least be factored when the 
programme comes up for review/revalidation 
and may be addressed by the moderator. 
After the panel the tutor completes the 
required work, usually with guidance from the 
AVA involved in recognition, and sends a 
revised/amended submission document to the 
AVA. The AVA then submits the programme 
to the appropriate quality committee who 
formally decide whether or not to validate the 
programme and the providing institution is 
informed of this decision. Once the course is 
approved the AVA informs HEQC who then 
place the course details on a register of recog- 
nized courses, which allows the course to 
attract Schedule 2c funding. 
Panels are normally made up of. 
"a chairperson, normally associated with the 
AVA, an employee of it or a member of its 
quality committee(s); 
"a scrihelsecretar 
. 
y, to note the proceedings 
and provide an accurate record of the 
panel; 
" the course proposers, one or more representa- 
tives from the providing institutions; 
" adult educationIturther education and higher 
education representatives, who are knowl- 
edgeable in the subject areas of the course 
under consideration and are independent 
of the course-providing institution (usually, 
there is a requirement for at least one HE 
and FE representative to be present); 
" 
independents, who are knowledgeable in the 
relevant subject areas 
- 
for example repre- 
sentatives from business, training organiza- 
tions, etc. 
Having recognized the course, the AVA over- 
sees various post-panel quality assurance 
activities. 'Mese include. the moderation and 
review of the programme. In most cases 
moderators are put forward at the panel 
meeting stage of the programme's develop- 
ment and they are often present at the panel 
meeting itself. They assess the quality of the 
learning experience for the students and the 
integration and coherence of the curriculum. 
In the past the majority of moderators were 
drawn from suitably experienced staff in 
higher education 
- 
although many now come 
from further education institutions. In small 
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programmes there is normally one moderator 
for the entire programme, but in large wide- 
ranging multi-modular courses it is common 
to have a moderator to cover one specific area, 
for example one for art-related subjects, one 
for business-related subjects and so on. There 
are exceptions to this general rule, such as 
Hertfordshire Access Consortium, where two 
moderators are appointed for each course 
- 
one from higher education and one from 
further education. 
When moderators have been appointed to 
programmes they make visits to the providing 
institution, observe the course in operation, 
view students' work, discuss course delivery 
and content, and produce an annual report 
Figure 2 Quality assurance cycle for Access Courses 
Institution approaches AVA re: 
conventions/approaches to be adopted 
in the development of the Access 
course 
Providing institution 
representative 
submits course for 
validation 
If AVA guidelines re 
submission have 
been observed then 
date is set for 
validation / 
recognition of 
Access course if not 
referred back to 
institution 
Panel recommends that 
the course is recognised 
unconditionally: 
Development: 
AVA assigns 
development 
worker to proposed 
course to aid the 
development of the 
course 
(documentation 
etc). 
Panel: 
At the panel are representatives from the 
providing institution, AVA officers, 
representatives from HE, FE, AE who discuss 
the content of the course, its structure, class 
contact hours and requirements that must be 
met before an Access certificate Is a%ýarded. 
They have three options open to them 
Panel recommends that Panel recommends that 
the course is recognised recognition is 
subject to conditions: deferred/rejected: 
The panel recommends that The panel recommends that Course may need substantial the course Is recognised for 5, the course is recognised for 5, development before validation 3 or I year. Moderator(s) are 3 or I year. Moderator(s) are can take place 
appointed. Course may run as appointed. Course needs 
stated without further further work before validation 
work/development can take place 
- 
this may not 
mean coming back to panel 
The panel's recommendations are sent to the AVA Quality Assurance Committee for 
approval. It is here where the course is validated and is then able to apply for funding 
I Course periodic review / moderation I 
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for the AVA providing institution. This is so 
that the moderator can satisfy himself or 
herself that the course is operating as present- 
ed at the panel and as stated in its documenta- 
tion. The moderators have available to them a 
copy of the course document and any recom- 
mendations and conditions made at panel. If a 
moderator highlights an area of concern in 
their report and subsequent action taken by 
the providing institution on this concern is 
unsatisfactory, then the AVA can withdraw 
recognition of that programme. This is very 
rare, with problems normally being resolved 
by liaison between the AVA and the providing 
institution. 
Included in the report are details of whether 
conditions of the original approval were being 
met and what action was being taken on the 
recommendations. Visits to providing institu- 
tions by moderators can vary but they are 
generally one per term. 
In addition to the moderation of 
programmes there are also periodic reviews, 
normally every three or five years (although 
some courses may have a shorter "probation- 
ary" period of one year before their first 
review). The procedures adopted at such 
reviews are generally conducted by panels as 
they were for the original validation/recogni- 
tion of programmes. Figure 2 shows the quali- 
ty assurance cycle for Access Courses general- 
ly adopted, with local variations by AVAs. 
Concluding remarks 
Conflicts created by increased participation, 
alongside cuts in funding, have led to debates 
focusing on the maintenance of standards and 
quality in education (Barnett, 1987; Doherty, 
1994; Holloway, 1994). The approach taken 
to quality and standards in access has been 
the "internal" or "peer group" process devel- 
oped from the CNAA method with the own- 
crship of quality remaining close to the point 
of delivery. As a result this approach assures 
quality rather than controlling it and func- 
tions along similar lines to quality circles (its 
industrial setting counterpart). A peer group 
process complements the original intentions 
of the ACRG by accommodating the diversity 
in approach to validation while still maintain- 
ing a "lightness of touch". 
Although the mechanisms used to assure 
quality in Access are generally effective 
(Parry, 19 9 5), questions are being raised as to 
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their efficiency. At the institutional level there 
are concerns about the resourcing of the 
activities of peer group quality assurance 
models (Barnett, 1994). This has led to ques- 
tions focusing on issues such as: "what are the 
costs and benefits, and to whom? " In the next 
issue of this journal the external quality assur- 
ance mechanisms initiated or required by 
AVAs are unpacked to highlight their cost- 
benefit implications. 
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s issue of this iournal the author 
outlined the history of access courses and the 
development of the national quality assurance 
framework developed to maintain standards 
within such provision. 'Me diversity of meth- 
ods of validation, through authorized validat- 
ing agencies (AVAs), and the national frame- 
work of access quality assurance to which they 
belong, has been the focus of recent debate 
concentrating, inter alia, on the effectiveness 
of the arrangements (Parry, 1995). Tliis is in 
keeping with other educational provision 
where questions about the costs of quality 
have been raised (Harvey and Green, 1993; 
Vroeijenstijn, 1996). This article is timely in 
adding to that debate in the access environ- 
ment by introducing some of the costs and 
benefits of AVA initiated (external) quality 
assurance processes and highlighting the 
problematic nature of conducting such an 
analysis. 
Cost/benefit analysis 
In essence, cost-benefit analysis determines 
all the costs and benefits, broadly considered, 
of a project or enterprise. If the analysis shows 
more benefit than cost (i. e. net benefits are 
positive) then the activity under examination 
can be said to be economically worthwhile 
(Armstrong, 1993; Hough, 1994; Phelps, 
1996). In many cases cost-benefit analysis is a 
relatively straightforward exercise; however, in 
this case the analysis is more complex. The 
previous article "Assuring quality in access 
courses 
- 
the authorized version", highlights 
the various people and institutions involved in 
the external quality assurance processes 
- 
all 
of whom have their own distinct agendas 
relating to their needs for quality. For some 
these needs will be similar, but for others they 
may be unique. It is therefore possible for an 
AVA quality assurance process to have very 
different cost-benefit implications for the 
people/ institutions involved. 
Through consultation with access tutors, 
course co-ordinators, college managers, 
students, higher education staff, AVA staff, 
The author is indebted to Jasvir Kaur of the 
Department of Continuing Education at City 
University for her help with the research work on 
which this article is based. Comments given by 
Dr Pat Davies and Professor Peter Robert of City 
University also greatly assisted in shaping the work. 
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further education staff, "independem" panel Having identified the actors involved in the 
members, representatives from HEQC, and 
commentators on access -a number of 
"actors" or "stakeholders" (Harvey and 
Green, 1993; %X'esterheijden ct al., 1994) who 
attract costs and benefits as a result of the 
quality assurance procedures initiated by 
AVAs become visible. These are: 
HE institutions; 
students on the access course; 
staff teaching on the access course; 
the access course providing institution 
(usually further education colleges); 
panellrecognition members (those exclud- 
ed from*the above); 
funders/sponsors; 
moderators (who may come from HE/FE 
institutions linked with the AVA or who 
may be independent of it). 
quality assurance processes it is possible to 
allocate certain costs and benefiEs to the 
various groups, as shown in Table I. This 
table highlights not only the tangible (quan- 
tifiable) costs and benefits but also those dint 
are less tangible or easy to quantify. Some may 
even be essentially qualitative and incapable 
of being measured in any comparable way to 
the other cost-benefit factors. The list is not 
exhaustive but indicative of the general costs 
and benefits incurred by the various "actors" 
taking part in the quality assurance activities. 
A problem with conducting an exercise of this 
type is how to separate out those factors that 
are purelyas a result of the external quality 
assurance activities and those that are as a 
result of odier influences (for example, 
internal, or college-based quality assurance 
Table I Costs and benefits to the individual actors/stakeholders 
Actor Cost Benefit 
Higher education AVA membership Funding from access tudents entering 
institution Sending staff to panel their programmes 
meetings influence on access course development 
Sending staff on 
moderation duties 
Students on the Time commitment to QA 
access course activities such as feedback 
Staff teaching on the Time commitment at panel 
access course meetings 
Moderation activities 
Course development/ 
review activities 
The access course Course provision 
providing institution Increased resource 
requirements (e. g. cr6che 
facilities) 
AVA membership 
Recognition/registration fees 
Panel/recognition Time commitment at panel 
meeting members Moderation activities 
(excluded from 
above groups) 
Funders/sponsor Funding 
increased confidence 
Increased earnings following graduation 
Use of QA processes a  a lever for more resources 
for their access programmes 
Curriculum development through attending other 
panels/moderation activities 
Staff development through attending training 
sessions organized by AVA 
Funding 
Improvement of other (providing institution-based) 
QA systems 
Staff/curriculum development through attending 
other panel meetings and development sessions 
organized by AVA 
Curriculum development for their own programmes 
Staff development (e. g. how to present courses for 
recognition, the politics of access) 
Access tudents progressing to their programmes/ 
institutions 
Better trained workforce 
Fewer unemployed (as they are on access course, 
higher education course or in employment) 
Moderators Time commitment Influence on access course 
Better links with providing institution 
Status 
Fees 
233 
AVAs: adding value to access? 
David Wilkinson 
activities). Some factors, such as increased 
confidence for students, may draw on more 
than one influence but as they, at least in part, 
draw influence from the external quality 
assurance processes, they are included in the 
analysis. The importance of each influence is 
currently being examined by the author and 
will not be discussed further here. 
The factors outlined in Table I are under 
various stages of investigation by the author; 
the two that will be detailed here are one 
factor that is relatively easy to quantify 
(althoug, h not without some difficulty), and 
one that is not so readily measurable. 
The costs to the recognition panel 
members 
Panel members have one immediately visible 
"cost" that of time spent at the panel (plus 
travel expenses). This is relatively easy to 
calculate as the AVA involved produces a 
panel report which usually has the time spent 
at panel indicated within it. However, there is 
an additional element here - the amount of 
time spent preparing for the panel. Before a 
course comes to panel its documents are 
circulated to the panel members and they are 
requested to read these documents in advance 
of the meeting. Therefore some preparation 
time should also factor in the "time" cost. 
If three hours are spent at the panel and 
one hour, say, spent on preparation, how 
should this time element be converted into a 
financial cost? A value could be produced by 
calculating the panel member's hourly salary 
by the time spent at the panel and preparing 
for it. For example, one panel member, who is 
a lecturer in an FE college, may have an 
hourly salary equivalent of C25 per hour (plus 
any on-costs), therefore giving a notional cost 
for the panel process of C25 x (3 +1 hours) 
L 100. However, the distinction between 
actual and notional costs is important here 
(Drummond er aL, 1987; Fielden and Pear- 
son, 1989; Mishan, 1988). Notional costs can 
only become actual if the FE lecturer would 
have been employed at the time of the panet 
doing something else (teaching). Therefore, 
while the notional cost of a large panel meet- 
ing with, say, 20 members may be quite high, 
the actual cost may be lower as the panel 
members are present during their "free" time 
- 
they would not normally be teaching or 
employed elsewhere during the panel. What 
value should be placed on this "free time"? 
Phelps (1996) drawing on other work throws 
some light on the subject by stating- "it is 
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economists' convention to value personal time 
at a substantially lower rate (half the wage rate 
being typical)" (Phelps, 1996, p. 7). This 
would provide a reduced notional cost to the 
panel member of r 12.50 x (3 +I hour prepa- 
ration) = r50. 
The benefit of increased earnings for the 
students 
When examining the purposes of education 
economists have generally taken the view that, 
put simply, it is to increase the earning power 
of those people who are educated 
- 
providing C, 
returns on investment made to society (social 
rates of return) and to the individual (private 
rates of return). 
By looking at the difference between gradu- 
ate and non-graduate earnings as 
Psacharopoulos, (1985) and others havc done, 
a "benefit" figure can be established that is a 
result, at least partly, of education received. 
However, this "benefit" is usually attributed to 
higher education (a degree of some sort) (see 
for example Psacharopoulos, 1985; Woodhall, 
1972) 
- 
whether this benefit can be attribut- 
able to an access course is debatable. Of 
course, at least some of the benefit is attribut- 
able to the student having experienced an 
access course (developing interpersonal skills 
and the like that are put to use in subsequent 
education) but it is suggested that this decreas- 
es with time and by far the most "employable" 
factor is that the student has graduated from a 
degree programme. On the other hand, it 
might be argued that a greater proportion of 
the benefit should be attributable to access 
because if students had not studied on an 
access programme they would not have gone 
into higher education at all and, therefore, 
would not have achieved the increased earn- 
ings associated with graduates. The amount of 
earnings to be attributed to the access course 
is thus problematic and contested. When 
attention is focused on the quality assurance 
arrangements, a further layer of complexity is 
added. The key question then becomes how 
much of the benefit 
- 
in this case increased 
earnings 
- 
is attributable to the course and 
how much to the quality assurance arrange- 
ments? It could be argued, for example, that 
the quality assurance arrangements mean the 
students have a better chance of successfully 
completing the course or of obtaining a place 
in higher education, and therefore achieving 
graduate earnings. However, the first step is to 
calculate the increased earnings attributable to 
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the course itself and this section focuses on 
this first stage. 
In order to attribute some of the benefit of 
increased earnings for a cohort of students, 
the percentage that progress on to higher 
education and employment following higher 
education must be established. Although 
some work has been done on completion and 
progression rates into higher education these 
can vary from around 30 to 70 per cent 
(Capizzi, 1996). If progression rates are 
available for a particular course these can be 
inserted in the example decision tree shown in 
Figure 1. This "tree" highlights other areas 
for consideration such as those students who 
do not enter HE but enter employment or 
begin training programmes. Other issues that 
emerge here include the fact that there may be 
a number of students on access courses study- 
. 
purely for the enjoyment of it - who do not ing 
progress to graduate status because they 
choose not to. These then reduce the graduate 
earnings benefit for the whole cohort. Is this a 
distortion of the situation? Are there other 
benefits associated with withdrawal which 
should be included? Additionally, what 
should be done about the students who study 
only part of the access course and decide to 
complete it later on in their life when other 
commitments allow? Me same applies to 
those who do complete the course but other 
commitments prevent them, at the moment, 
from entering higher education. 
The above questions require specific data, 
and a good many of them, that track access 
students from enrolment onwards (into high- 
er education, employment, unemployment, 
other training programmes, etc. ) in order that 
generalizable claims of financial benefit can be 
made and usefully incorporated into any cost- 
benefit model. While a generalized model 
requires generalized data on progression 
based on large-scale information, for a cost- 
Figure 1 Access course 'decision tree* (these figures are for demonstration 
purposes only 
- 
they do no reflect actual numbers) 
- 
100 students 80% complete 
begin Access Access Course 70% enter Higher Course Education 1ý 70% enter graduate 
10, starttraining 
employment 
pr, 20% do not ogramme& ""11,10% stay on In complete 
Higher Education 
5% becomf 
*n 
to unemployed 
- 
state benefi 
\ 
20% become 
90% g 00 
tI 
15% enter employment unemployed 
io% enter ernpioyment 
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benefit analysis of a particular course 
- 
the 
specific known data can be used. 
Having stated earlier that a benefit figure 
can be obtained for graduates (by subtracting 
the per annum income figure for non-gradu- 
ates from that for graduates) 
- 
even this, 
seemingly easy task has its difficulties. To 
establish the benefit of increased earnings of 
graduates against non-graduates requires, 
ideally, that the incomes of the two groups be 
analysed over their respective working life- 
times. 'Mis is practically impossible as it 
would require approximately 40 years of data.. 
"n-ierefore, to address this problem, econo- 
mists have developed "age earnings profiles" 
that rely on cross-section data, i. e. snapshot 
evidence of cross-sections of society at one 
moment in time, To be reasonably representa. 
tive in this exercise an element known as the 
"alpha coefficient" (Hough, 1994) or "ability 
coefficient" is often included. This coefficient 
is the adjustment made to account for differ- 
ences in incomes attributable to factors other 
than education, such as innate ability, person- 
ality, favourable home background and social 
class. Denison (1964) suggested that 66 per 
cent of the difference was attributable to 
education (a co-efficient of 0.66) although it 
was based on US men only (Hough, 1994). 
Work done elsewhere suggests that a co- 
efficient of 0.7 or 0.8 might be more appropri- 
ate (Psacharopoulos, 1985) although clearly 
this is likely to vary across countries since 
both education systems and labour market 
conditions are not identical. 
A problem of using cross-section data is 
that although the alpha-coefficient irons out 
factors other than education affecting income, 
it does not take account of changes in the 
economy such as changes in demand and 
supply of educated people, and the effects of 
trends over time such as changes in the rate of 
economic growth. With reference to the latter, 
Becker (1974) (in the USA) suggested adding 
the annual expected increase in real income 
per head and Zidderman (1977) in his work 
in the UK added a "conservative" 2 per cent 
per annum to all incomes. This was a tech- 
nique that Blaug et al. (1969) used in their 
work in India. Although a technique such as 
the above would take into account the envi- 
ronment in which the educated reside, to add 
a fixed percentage adjustment in this way 
assumes that income differentials will remain 
constant over a period of some 40 years, 
which seems very unlikely (Hough, 1987). 
A farther layer of complexity arises from 
different forms of education which appear to 
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have different rates of return. For example 
workers with agricultural education earn 28.3 
per cent less and workers with technical educa- 
tion earn 6.6 per cent less than workers with 
general qualifications. Other types of education 
are not rewarded significantly different from 
general education (Groot, 1994). This has 
implications for the calculation of benefits to 
students graduating and finding employment. 
In addition, access course students are not 
"average" students as access courses are 
specifically targeted at disadvantaged groups 
such as ethnic minorities and mature learners 
who may experience different rates of return 
from those outlined above. Also, the majority 
of access course do not lead to high status 
(and highly paid) employment. 
The benefit of increased earnings could be 
reduced by "emoluments forgone" i. e. there is 
an opportunity cost to students throughout 
their time in education. For example, while a 
student, after completing an access course (or 
we may even include the time spent on the 
access course), is studying for a higher educa- 
tion qualification (normally three to four years 
ful. 1-time) he/she is not earning. However, 
Hough (1994) poses the question: "if the 
process of education is pleasurable, as one 
must hope that it is for most students most of 
the time, then are we justified in stating the 
time so spent as a cost? " 
Concluding remarks 
At present, the author is working on a model 
which includes earnings forgone at the indi- 
vidual student level and takes account of the 
probability of achieving graduate status and 
earnings using analysis of cohort progression. 
It also incorporates a co-efficient derived from 
the particular characteristics of the access 
students and their probable career routes and 
future occupations. 
This paper has highlighted areas of costs 
and benefits associated with the quality assur- 
ance mechanisms involved with access educa- 
tion. The factors are not exhaustive but 
indicative of the number and type of costs and 
benefits incurred. Reference has been made to 
the problematic nature of conducting an 
analysis of this type when the needs for quality 
dffer between the "actors" or "stakeholders" 
involved 
-a cost to one may be a benefit to 
another. Additionally, other influences out- 
side of the external quality assurance mecha- 
nisms may be responsible, in part, for some of 
the costs'and benefits. The author is currently 
working on the notion of apportioning costs 
Quality Assurance in Education 
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and benefits to the various influences 
involved. The field is very complex and the 
author would welcome feedback on this work. 
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